RIVERS AND BARDORS—FLOOD pe CORIO 


UNI 
OF 


oct 4195 HEARINGS 


BEFORE A 


onan O'R UBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
UNITED STATES SENATE 
EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
SECOND SESSION 


ON 


H. R. 12080 


A BILL AUTHORIZING THE CONSTRUCTION, REPAIR, AND 

PRESERVATION OF CERTAIN PUBLIC WORKS ON RIVERS 

AND HARBORS FOR NAVIGATION, FLOOD CONTROL, AND 

FOR OTHER PURPOSES, AND MISCELLANEOUS RELATED 
BILLS 


JULY 16, 17, AND 18, 1956 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Public Works 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1956 











COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, New Mexico, Chairman 


ROBERT S. KERR, Oklahoma 

ALBERT GORE, Tennessee 

PAT McNAMARA, Michigan 

RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, Oregon 
THOMAS A. WOFFORD, South Carolina 
ROBERT HUMPHREYS, Kentucky 


rer 


Cte waite 


5 i ans OBES 





EDWARD MARTIN, Pennsylvania 
FRANCIS CASE, South Dakota 
PRESCOTT BUSH, Connecticut 
THOMAS H. KUCHEL, California 
NORRIS COTTON, New Hampshire 
ROMAN L. HRUSKA, Nebraska 





SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL—RIVERS AND HARBORS 
ROBERT S. KERR, Oklahoma, Chairman 


ALBERT GORE, Tennessee 

PAT MCNAMARA, Michigan 

RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, Oregon 
THOMAS A. WOFFORD, South Carolina 


II 


FRANCIS CASE, South Dakota 
PRESCOTT BUSH, Connecticut 
THOMAS H. KUCHEL, California 
NORRIS COTTON, New Hampshire 
ROMAN L. HRUSKA, Nebraska 





| 
| 





DEPOSITED BY THe 
NITED STATES OF AMERICA 


CONTENTS 


Statement of— 


Abernethy, Hon. Thomas G., Member of Congress____.______.____- 145 
Adams, Harry W., Corps of ‘Engineers Dil remencgrcaithe aide 95, 274 
Anderson, John G. ~» warps. Of Mgineers..........-........-. 74 964, 371 
Allott, De ag. socal 382 
Ayers, J. R., Jr., president of Ayers Marine Service, Inc_______- J 351 
Bane, John C., Jr., counsel, Upper Ohio Valley Association_ ___ : 250 
Be all, Senator J. Glenn_______- pple ichei eh sate ichala a a ae 
Beamer, Hon. John V., Member.of C ongres ian wane eecnehe 2 066 
Bender, Senator George a. ile a ee chia bios had 152, 320 
Bennett, Senator Wallace F___.______-_________.____- i oes 118 
Boggs, Hon. Hale, Member of Congress. _..._-_-_-------___- 349 
Brandborg, Stew art M., assistant conservation director, N: ational 
Wildlife Federation................... 297 
Breene, Maj. Gen. R. G., consulting engineer, “Upper Ohio V alley 
Association.._.._..-._.-__- ou ak 235 
Brennan, Joseph R., Corps of Engineers - ae. i 28, 39, 150, 220, 361 
Burdick, Eugene -: Williston, N. Dak_____- a ata eae 122 
Burk, Hon. Walter O., mayor, Williston, N. Dak_____-___________ 129, 143 
Capehart, Senator Homer---__.-.____-_-- aa e 363 
Carroll, Hon. William T., mayor , Torrington, ‘Conn__- 58 
Cle ments, Mey Miter |e sw hcdinsmesasdd orsts 372 
Curtis, Hon. A. B. .» Mayor, Orofino, Eg eee hia, ‘ 281 
I I a ok eben ae i 26 
Darling, H. V., Corps of Engineers. _______--- tet is aah, Be Ee 357 
Dworshak, Senator I ean es 5h od is tied ithinbel 275 
ee CE MN RR) ln Suadaviled mcs 342, 345 
Elliott, Hon. Carl, Member of Congress __--- das 148 
Farnsworth, Samuel, Naugatuck Valley Flood Control Commission - 59 
Farrington, "Hon. Mrs. Joseph R., Delegate to Congress from Hawaii. 324 
Gormin, Ken, vice president, Bauerlein, TN oi nts nivainccabt la ied tical 354 
Gullatt, Doswell, Association of American Railroads_____-_...___-- 254 
Gutermuth, C. R., vice president, Wildlife Management Institute___ 313 
Hayworth, Hon. Don, Member of Congress_____............-_._-- 31 
Heard, Joha J., Upper Ohio Valley Association__.._........____- 218 
Heller, Frank R., Corps of Engineers. .... . . 21... 62 ete... 371 
Hicks, Hon. P. Francis, mayor, Winsted, Conn_______..._.._.____- 63 
Se Sc wm alblbisiswecnldmasalinots 76 
SSNS ELLE OA TT 5 
Itschner, Maj. Gen. Emerson C., Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil 
Sink sich cecisccen tad SSiasemmense nr aad cc bh cites Ss ttn ch bo so 12, 135, 164, 205, 276 
SOR, TN: Pe iid 5 Sh dG hie eh Bene ee dcddecwtdeildonws 364 
Kee, Hon. Elizabeth, Member of Congress____._____.......-.--__- 97 
Kimbel, Joseph W., special counsel, Office, Chief of Engineers_____ ~~ 381 
Kirwan, Hon. Michael J., Member ‘of Congress il Bedt b lid bk lds tee hi 153 
Knight, Nat B., Jr., member, Louisiana Public Service Commission _- 349 
Knott, Law son B., Chief, Legidlative Service Branch, Real Estate 
Division, Office, Chief of ia hts ws Rin estiaidtncilin  tomiainaeaba 395 
Long det ean Wawiewnbalnmdawsehe 121 
Long, Denahen Minin la i066... neccecbun ewe. 207, 333, 344, 346, 356 
Mack, Hon. Russell V., Member of Congress____._..........._-__- 331 
McNamara, ihre neal ec dee ialaliidtim a wattianwanaiks 31, 36 
Meader, Hon. a Pe On RNR. ode ck dueeenne 42 
Miller, Hon. A. NE A obs Neeicwbbecucieiudebake 23 
Millikin, Senator oo Ricci atid wd Linton bhcbtiewee hu 382 
Minshall, Hon. William E., Member of Congress. __........_______ 319 
Ss SEER Ihe Cr Fs oc ecrtncncesewbsevaksubwbiin aad 189 











IV CONTENTS 


Statement of—Continued 


Page 
Mullaney, Howard J., Corps of Engineers-- .-.............-.------ 33 
* Murray “John E., Corps aaa 48, 89, 99 
Myers, Lu B. , chief engineer, Louisiana Department of Public Works_. 352 
Nadel, Michael, assistant executive secretary, the Wilderness Society_. 314 
Naugatuck Valley River Control Commission_...............--_-_- 52 
eeenenn. Gemen ERONI ig ed. wwe necmeneccone 208 
Norris, Harold, preside it, Chamber of Commerce, Broken Bow, Okla__ —-187 
O’Leary, John F., Luna Pier Ohio Community Improvement Associa- 

cscs i acca yw ec clmcaniiah 44 
eee, CeO, GE OE MNONNE nn oo on nec twwdw ids 67 
Poik, Harry, editor, Williston Herald, Williston, N. D: ia gay ena 134 
Potter, EL tains 32, 38 
Powell, P. A., Chamber of Commerce, Idabel, Okla_....----_--__-- 187 
I hE ealin dani dlitekesie 66 
Ribicoff, Hon. Abraham, Governor of Connecticut_..........------ 50 
Ryan, Emile, Winsted Flood Control Commission. ...._--.-----_- 60 
Ryan, Martin J., chairman, Port Development, Bridgeport Harbor, 

a a i acl ac lal Rt i ace 64 
Seaman, E. A., executive secretary, Sport Fishing Institute__-__ -__- 310 
Smith, Spencer M., secretary, Citizens Committee on Natural Re- 

RN gle Pe Salers oe a Bk no Fa ES igi 316 
In IRIN NORIO Sos a bw GB bliewa dene 82, 144 
I alk 143 
Sturgis, Lt. Gen. 8. D., as Chief of Engineers, United States Army__- i2 
Sumner, Col. George B., Corps of Engineers, United States Army -_-_- 406 
Swenson, Sc. a. assistant chief engineer, Pittsburgh Plate Giass Co_- 408 
Throop, John S., Jr., attorney, Water V alley MB ais, dwt wheat 388 
re SEE NONE URS... 2, DR een ado EE bw ade iw ecm eoe 252 
Van Heuvelen, Willis, Department of Health, North Dakota____-_-- 123 
Walsh, William C., counsel, Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co___________-_- 409 
Weaver, Brig. Gen. T. D., President, Beach Frosion Control Board, 

Corps ORES. ETE METI LE 4 dine Utiie atl Cy ee 
Webb, William H., executive vice president, National Rivers and 

Harbors Congress Bl ae Ie ere ee No ete ater hle tl 107 
Weinkauff, Henry C., Corps of Engineers-_--._......_---------- 198, 367 
Whitten, Hon. Jamie L., Member of Congress__________----------- 387 
Winter, Everett T., vice president, Mississippi Valley Association_...  35Y 
Wise, William §8., Water Commissioner, State of Connecticut_______- 50 
TT eT Pen OO 5 Sd, eet le eek ees ee 120 

Exhibits, letters, etc.: 
About the Sport Fishing Institute... ....2.~-.....-.-.66.0--- 000s 31h 
Ries, Pee een Beene MOTTO Sd na cession so ee ce sikben 338 
RAINE BOONOUNE .. ....... db ceed as Secuce 67, 117, 121, 150, 369, 380 
Applications for approval of projects_..__......-..-.-.----.------ 114 
Area’s Growth Expands Vasi Thirst for Water______--.----------- 161 
Ayres, J. R., Jr., president, Ayres Materials Co., Inc_.__..-.------- 339 
Belcher, Hon. Donald R. : Assistant Director, Bure au of the Budget _- 35, 
93, 389 
Black, Jerry W., chairman, New York State Flood Control Commis- 

a a cs eee 46 
Board Urges Favorable Vote on Barataria Bay W aterw: Wie tiwic aa 354 
Borers. sion. fale. Mamber ordsenerens. 6. oi. ood scl cw wes we 358 
Brigham, Morton R., Idaho Wildlife Feder: a ee Sd 281 
Brucker, Hon. Wilber M., Secretary of the Army -- 186, 323, 330, 334, 407 
Capehart, Senator Home Fe eE eeteiR ee dine i Dh Sac’ ceils 363 
Carter, Henry Z., executive vice presfdent, Avondale Marine W ays, 

ROO stones a, a ac ee ee a en ee es 339 
Caruthers, N. L ., assista an. to pre side nt, Commercial Tr: iunsport Corp-_- 355 
Christianson, H. B., chairman, zone 7, Association of American R: uil- 

A eee ee BY Sete oe a bei dd ot ele 256 
Clements. Sanator Marie C ........ i! ae et Nae 368, 372, 379 
Coal Rates via Rail and Barge_________________-- ea N ce UT en e 260 
Comparison of Plans on Little River___........-.-.-------------- 168 
Concrete Ready-mix Plants (chart) -......-.......---.-.---..--4. 259 
Costnf iiftsng Water. serveur. J lou ree OAS. vee ee ated 126 
SO ns omemmisaamnctbbbdiawe« 129 








CONTENTS Vv 
Exhibits, letters, ete —Continued Page 
Donnaud, L. J., president, Harvey Canal Shipyard & Machine Shop... 338 
Donnelly, Hon. Phil M., Governor of Missouri- semiara 118 
Ellender, Senator Allen - i 341 
Feist, Leonard, president, Seaviews Association of Fire Island, N. Y- 332 
Flow diagram of water plant (chart) * 128 
Friction head in pipes (chart) - — _ _- a 127 
Gillette, Hon. Guy M é ‘ 107 
Gosa, R. E., first vice presic lent, W. Horace Williams Co- _. 336 
Harland, M: aurice, secretary, Whitepine Sportsman Association pe 280 
Heard, John J., Upper Ohio Valley Association ‘ 234 
Hedger, H. E., chief engineer, Los Angeles County Flood Control 

District. ___ - tse avait ‘ 376 
Hoisveen, Milo, chief enemen, North Dakota State Water Conserva- 

tion Commission - _. Gen 8 137 
Holle, Maj. Gen. Charles G., Acting Chief of Engineers _ _— wiee, aan 
Hopkir s, Glen G., sanitary engineer, United States Public Health 

Service att Set 130 
Holtgreve, J. J., president, policy jury, Parish of Jefferson, La_- 354 
House bill 6651_____- ee ee ee 4 ¥ 42 
POUEHO Bit C000. 4 <c5u beaks duces Z asa: ee 6 370 
Pouse el Bese. = a. s28 ecw. Jowsent.2- 384 
House bill 10423_____~_ ‘ ttals ait 384 
House bill 11861_____. 333 
House bill 12080_ _ _ __ pee ] 
Hughes, H. B., Harvey, ies ees 340 
Humphrey, Senator Hubert H ie __....... 253, 266, 268 
Incustrial water supply, Mabaning River (chart) _ _- 249 
Itschner, Maj. Gen, Emerson C., Assistant Chief of E ngineers for 

Civil Ww orks_ 211, 270, 291, 369, 381 
Iverson, Floy 5 assistant regional foreste! go0 mited States Forest 

memmetes hall he. 6 awacire ek. aut ete ‘ ' eae 309 
Jenner, Senator William E____.- ____-_ Seca th. geil. aise ea 364 
Johnson, Senator Lyndon B__________.-.-_--_-- abil. sere) 384 
Kirwans Victory tor tne. Valley... .......-icdeweud ones reer ae 233 
Laird, Senator William R____-___________- oisd. mseds C8290 
Lanphear, R. D., president, Montana W ildlife Federation. ___ 299 
Lehman, Honater Masbert i. coe csc ens acceccas- aa axel s 47 
Levy, J. Harold, Orleans Barge a d 2 338 
List of flood- control reservoirs requiring loc al cooper: + ORE OS 69 
Long, Senator Russell B_.........------ “ wad , 341 
Ludwig, N. L., Jefferson Parish, La : ae A Sate oA 340 
Ludlow, Hon. — A., mavor, Saltaire, N. Y- : oe Ae ds ee 332 
MecGinity, R. J., vice president, Ayres Marine Service, Inc______ ~~~ 339 
Markland, G. E, toss-Wadick Supply Co . 338 
Matthias, i R., executive vice president, Red River Valley Association. 208 
Merriam, Hon. Robert E. .. Assistant Director, Bureau of the Budg- 

a a BO Ne i Neale Sadar: ec tas 186, 331, 335 
Minnesota Water Resources Board___ __- iia seat eet 271 
I SI NR er ssid Sk ean d Ste hs hell toa 279 
Neuberger r, Senator Richard L________ baie SL 29) 
O’Conor, Herbert R.,; American Merchant Marine ‘Institute, ERG oui% 118 
O’Neil, J. J., general manager, Mayronne Mud & Chemical Co_____-_ 340 
Plan: Keep Youths From Leaving Iowa, article._______-__- ‘ 106 
Pollution Abatement Benefit (charts). _....__._-_________- 248 
Portage and the West Branch__________-_. Jase 159 
Power Studies, Savlorville Reservoir___._____- ns nkae: Se aeld i 104 
Railway revenue-to-miles, table_ 14 
Rappaport, Hon. Percy, Assist: int Director, Bureau of the Budget- 222 
Report of Evaluation, Williston Munici ipal Waterworks_ 130 
Report of resolutions committee, Nationl Rivers and Hz og Congress_ 108 
Resolution by Board of City Commissione ‘rs, Williston, N. Dak_. 125 
Resolution of Mahoning County Commissioners- Ji ola coh dk 166 
mesotution, Beets Counts, Binet cet ce dsuas son” Be 
Resolutions, Wildlife Federations___-____- ate 5 need nd 298 
Richards, Myron, president, Richards Oil Co___- 268 


Rider , Stuart W., Jr., Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad 
C 








VI CONTENTS 


Exhibits, letters, etc.-—Continued Page 
Riggs, W. F., Jr., executive vice president, Chamber of Commerce of 

peew Apetenms-Aree.c «6 <n e e cece Le cw eeckas Juno. oe 
River Bank Boom, newspaper article____...........---.---------- 18 
Robinson, Brig. Gen. B. L., Chairman, Board of Engineers for Rivers 

REPENS oe tec tee ee ee a ee ee oe ee 274 
6 oe nn hak eso bb bbSS ccd tana po me deae ete eee 34 
i a sn al he et ald sc white H tineble as ae 387 
Nee en eee Be etl A is ele Sem teat etn eae wiptndoe 359 
IES, Ga ets. whee bre asion Lagi sone chumnupauasee 320 
i el a LE, Sek le cine dap hae wae 185 
I, 4 Ss oo dy dubuw bound cunasdectconanons 372 
en inde CREA eh TROK Kd RY eOR EE EMO ee wae 334 
eS Le in bitee behdahinénbaewne asain 347 
Senate bill 4099________- sitet te. aed taste ts te delet he nrticta ebabletphdgred wt neee tere shia 405 
ne a a a les pla Ai be lin gh ne idee ee ces dies 378 
ee de dn a on tbanbncuny 385 
Shortle, Robert L., division manager, Mississippi Vv alley Association _ 335 
Simpson, Hon. Sid, chairman, projects committee, National Rivers 

and Harbors Congress alla i Ae eee aR thas 8 aw el ne Be 6, wt a 112 
Smith, Terence J., president, T. Smith & Son, Ine__________._--_-- 356 
Smith, William S., vice president, Crescent Towing & Salvage Co____ 356 
South Central Property Owners Protective Association, Inc-- ------- 66 
a i he cea ORE eal oh ie eee 149 
Stevens, Hon. Robert T., Secretary of the Army_______--..--.---- 35, 389 
Sturgis, Lt. Gen. 8. D., Jr., Chief of Engineers, United States Army_ 272, 366 
Taylor, Wallace M. , president, General Marine Corp_____--------- 337 
Thomas, Donald, mana er, KRLC, Lewiston, Idaho___-_.__._----- 280 
Thye, Senator RM LON eke oo) PUG h clic. alevicn ada aia.c 253 
Valleys Fight for Enough Water Goes Back 40 Years, article___-__-__-_ 160 
Waddell Lloyd, executive secretary, Des Moines River Valley projects. 105, 106 
Watts, Calvin T., director, Louisiana Department of Public Works__ 352 
Weatherford, Mrs. Marion T., chairman, conservation department 

General Federation of Women’s Clubs__-__--..----------------- 280 
ee i  maeen taeda ceaubdapibesenukGne 359 
Williams, Frank A. M., president, Harvey Canal Industrial Associa- 

SN SOL tee 2 retaul co eens tt oe fk hs 337, 339 
Wilson, Roger W., executive vice president, J..Ray McDermott & Co_. 340 
rR i es DA I ie tice len cecatasvushgulbnen soca 281 
Yeager, Bruce L., president, Wildlife Federation of Oregon _----_-_--- 281 
Young, Cornelius T., vice president, Wisconsin Electric Power Co--- 363 

Lists of projects: 
Alabama River at Montgomery, Ala-----.---..--------.--------- 96 
Barataria Bay Waterway, La----------- CBee Rohals a iv tite a rtieces asiceisiete 341 
Bridgeport Harbor, te Slee so a Fe 75 
Bruces Eddy Dam and Reservoir, Clearwater River, Idaho_______ 275, 279 
Cleveland, Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Village, Lake Erie, 

NN iad oi tac eae tales aie te te Winslet moreschi es tte 319 
Disposal of property at obsolescent canalized waterways__....--..-- 368 
Eradication of salt marsh mosquitoes - - _ -_------- ities Sia tneStowh 345 
Garza-Little Elm Reservoir, Texas, land transfer____-_..-.-.------ 383 
Gering and Mitchell Valleys, Platte NE ES 27 
Grand River at Lansing, I Pee eO GL. 6. UL camuinslihie 32 
Headwater Reservoirs of Warrior River, Ala___._...-.-.------_--- 94 
Little River Reservoirs, Ark. and Okla____________-_____-- 168, 173, 175 
Mad River Dam and Reservoir, Mad River, Reb Mi Suds eees 72 
Meadow River at East Rainelle, W. Va_..............----.-...---- 101 
Millwood Reservoir, Little River, eee at ee eta 197 
Nee eee i bs wileiin sie o ekigi tem eon 270 
Mineral rights reconveyance in reservoirs, Yazoo River, Miss- ------ 387 
ele ype gt wht eae Se 0” a 120 
Naugatuck River Reservoirs, Conn_-_...........-......---------. 73 
North Branch of Potomac River Dam, Md_--_-__---.-------------- 405 
North Branch of Susquehanna River, Pa. and N. Y___.-_---------- 47 
rr rr  cenee aban asiisodancanwawenie 45 
ee Sat ivenclduesanectldalenewnae 150 
Port Washington Harbor, Ne Gs de cate Ishin apad de ass breech 360 


Protection of privately owned shores. -............-..-.-...--..---- 329 








: 
: 
’ 
; 


CONTENTS Vil 


Lists of projects—Continued Page 


Iota ec eset ei en Rb SA Sai ps epee a sin os Sa ganmendes 382 
Relocation of publicly owned structures affected by dam and reservoir 
NS gers Se no beac nen emna a nieln a ' é 379 
ey moe Gaee Les Ever, Blimn...... 2. on ec cckcccnscnnc. 267 
Saint Anthony Falls modification, Minn--.............------.---- 254 
Saylorville Reservoir, Des Moines River, Iowa_ _- Did ee Dt atadiies 104 
Cee een ee cinreienwens ba 143 
Upper Wabash River Reservoirs, Ind__---_--.---- skint alabama 363 
esa seer emervowe, AIS. 8. Ko ne ee ec nccwesn 81 
I i iii on Bains eatin de enwsweenmawene 343 
Water levels of the Great Lakes, Mich. and Ohio______...___---_~_- 37 
Tn em eulaemeethnwn eames 376 
West Branch of Mahoning River Reservoir, Ohio_.___.__--_.__.. 152, 223 
Wainea Beach and Hanapepe Bay, Island of Kauai, T. H__-------- 328 


a a bkenine ane wenaeenen 118 
Re ee I BI ok nc ewe nwonswsnmuyedntuiemans 210 











ee eee 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


MONDAY, JULY 16, 1956 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE OF Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Con trropr—RItvers anp Harpors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a. m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez (chairman of the committee), Kerr 
(chairman of the subcommittee), Gore, Neuberger, Bush, Kuchel, 
Cotton, Hruska, Martin, Humphreys, and Langer; and Congressman 
Miller. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. 

We have before us for consideration today H. R. 12080. 


(The bill is as follows :) 


[H. R. 12080, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT Authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works 
on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—RIVERS AND HARBORS 


Sec. 101. That the following works of improvement of rivers and harbors and 
other waterways for navigatien, flood control, and other purposes is hereby 
adopted and authorized to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Army and supervision of the Chief of Engineers, in accordance with the 
plans and subject to the conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers in 
the respective reports hereinafter designated: Provided, That the provisions 
of section 1 of the River and Harbor Act appeared March 2, 1945 (Public Law 
Numbered 14, Seventy-ninth Congress, first session), shall govern with respect 
to projects authorized in this title; and the procedures therein set forth with 
respect to plans, proposals, or reports for works of improvement for navigation 
or flood control and for irrigation and purposes incidental thereto, shall apply 
as if herein set forth in full: 

NAVIGATION 


Salem Harbor, Massachusetts: Report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, dated June 19, 1956, at an estimated cost of $1,100,000; 

Boston Harbor, Massachusetts : House Document Numbered 349, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $720,000 ; 

New York Harbor, New York: Senate Document Numbered 45, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,678,000 ; 

Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland: Division Engineer’s report, dated 
June 15, 1956, at an estimated cost of $25,816,000 ; 

Herring Creek, Maryland : House Document N Numbered 159, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, atan estimated cost of $110,000 ; 

Betterton Harbor, Maryland: House Document Numbered 333, Eighty- fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $78,000; 
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Morehead City Harbor, North Carolina: Senate Document Numbered 54, 
Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,197,000; 

Escambia River, Florida: Report of Division Engineer dated May 4, 1956, at 
an estimated cost of $61,000; 

Gulfport Harbor, Mississippi: Senate Document Numbered 123, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, maintenance; 

Pass Cavallo to Port Lavaca, Texas: House Document Numbered 131, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $413,000; 

Matagorda Ship Channel, Port Lavaca, Texas : House Document Numbered 388, 
Highty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $9,944,000 ; 

Freeport Harbor, Texas: House Document Numbered 433, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $317,000; 

Mississippi River between Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minnesota, damage 
to levee and drainage districts: House Document Numbered 135, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $2,476,000 ; 

Mississippi River at Alton, Illinois, commercial harbor: House Document 
Numbered 136, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $246,000; 

Mississippi River at Alton, Illinois, small-boat harbor: House Document Num- 
bered 136, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $101,000; 

Mississippi River at Clinton, lowa, Beaver Slough : House Document Numbered 
345, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $241,000; 

Mississippi River at Clinton, Iowa, report on damages: House Document Num- 
bered 412, Kighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $147,000; 

Mississippi’ River between Saint Louis, Missouri, and Lock and Dam Number 
26: Report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated June 19, 
1956, at an estimated cost of $5,802,000 ; 

Minnesota River, Minnesota: Plan contained in the report of the Chief of 
Engineers, dated November 16, 1953, at an estimated cost of $2,539,000; 

Ohio River at Gallipolis, Ohio: House Document Numbered 423, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $66,000; 

Licking River, Kentucky : House Document Numbered 434, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, maintenance; 

Two Rivers Harbor, Wisconsin: House Document Numbered 362, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $66,000; 

Saint Joseph Harbor, Michigan: Senate Document Numbered 95, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, maintenance; 

Toledo Harbor, Ohio: House Document Numbered 4386, Highty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $859,000; 

Irondequoit Bay, New York: House Document Numbered 332, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,938,000; 

Port Townsend Harbor, Washington: House Document Numbered 418, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $387,000; 

Douglas and Juneau Harbors, Alaska: House Document Numbered 286, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,394,000 ; 

Dillingham Harbor, Alaska: House Document Numbered 390, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $372,000; 

Naknek River, Alaska: House Document Numbered 390, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $19,000; 


BEACH EROSION 


State of Connecticut, Area 9, East River to New Haven Harbor: House Docu- 
ment Numbered 395, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost $12,000; 

Fire Island Inlet, Long Island, New York: House Document Numbered 411, 
Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $2,724,000; 

Asbury Park to Manasquan, New Jersey, in accordance with the plan and 
subject to the conditions for that portion of the shore of New Jersey as recom- 
mended by the Chief of Engineers in his report on the shore of New Jersey from 
Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet, House Document Numbered 361, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,677,000; 

Manitowoc County, Wisconsin: House Document Numbered 348, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $50,000; 

Fair Haven Beach State Park, New York: House Document Numbered 134, 
Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $114,000; 

Hamlin Beach State Park, New York: House Document Numbered 138, Eighty- 
fourth Congress,at an estimated cost of $404,000; 
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San Diego County, California: House Document Numbered 399, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $289,000. 

Sec. 102. That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse 
local interests for such work done by them, on the beach erosion projects au- 
thorized in section 101, subsequent to the initiation of the cooperative studies 
which form the basis for the projects: Provided, That the work which may have 
been done on these projects is approved by the Chief of Engineers as being in 
accordance with the projects hereby adopted: Provided further, That such 
reimbursement shall be subject to appropriations applicable thereto or funds 
available therefor and shall not take precedence over other pending projects of 
higher priority for improvements. 

Sec. 103. That pending fulfillment of the conditions of local cooperation for 
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Algiers Canal, as authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for 
maintenance of rivers and harbors may be used for a period of not to exceed two 
years for operation of the railroad bridge over Algiers Canal; 

Sec. 104. That there is hereby authorized a comprehensive project to provide 
for control and progressive eradication of the water hyacinth, alligator weed, 
and other obnoxious aquatic plant growths from the navigable waters, tributary 
streams, connecting channels, and other allied waters in the States of North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, 
and Texas, in the combined interest of navigation, flood control, drainage, agri- 
culture, fish and wildlife conservation, public health, and related purposes, in- 
cluding continued research for development of the most effective and economic 
control measures, at an estimated additional cost for the expanded program over 
that now underway of $1,350,000 annually for five years, of which 75 per centum, 
presently estimated at $1,012,500, shall be borne by the United States and 25 
per centum, presently estimated at $337,500, by local interests, to be administered 
by the Chief of Engineers, under the direction of the Secretary of the Army in 
cooperation with other Federal and State agencies in accordance with the report 
of the Chief of Engineers, published as House Document Numbered —, Eighty- 
fourth Congress: Provided, That local interests agree to hold and save the United 
States free from claims that may occur from such operations and participate to 
the extent of 25 per centum of the cost of the additional program: Provided 
further, That Federal funds appropriated for this project shall be allocated by 
the Chief of Engineers on a priority basis, based upon the urgency and need of 
each area, and the availability of local funds. 

Sec. 105. That for preliminary examination and surveys, authorized in previous 
river and harbor and flood control Acts, the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
directed to cause investigations and reports for navigation and allied purposes, 
to be prepared under the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in the form of 
survey reports, and that preliminary examination reports shall no longer be 
required to be prepared. 

Sec. 106. That the improvement of Apalachicola Bay, Florida, authorized by 
the River and Harbor Act of 1954, in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 156, Eighty-second Con- 
gress; and the improvement of Apalachicola Bay, Florida, channel across Saint 
George Island, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1954, in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Num- 
bered 557, Eighty-second Congress, are hereby modified to provide that the Secre- 
tary of the Army shall reimburse local interests for such work as they may have 
done upon the projects insofar as this work shall be approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the projects adopted 
by the Act of 1954: Provided, That reimbursement shall be based upon the 
reduction in the amount of material which will have to be removed to provide proj- 
ect dimensions at such time as Federal dredging of the channel is undertaken: 
Provided further, That such reimbursement shall be subject to appropriations 
applicable thereto and shall not take precedence over authorized Federal improve- 
ments of higher priority. 

Sec. 107. That the Federal project structures, appurtenances and real property 
of the Upper Fox River, Wisconsin, shall be disposed of in accordance with the 
provisions of this section: Provided, That all or any part of the right, title, and 
interest of the United States to any portion of the said property may, regardless 
of any other provision of law, be conveyed, upon such terms and conditions as 
may be advisable: Provided further, That the State of Wisconsin offers to take 
over said property under the terms and conditions hereinafter prescribed, the 
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Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to convey by quit-claim deed to said 
State without monetary consideration all such right, title, and interest of the 
United States in said property and the United States shall thereafer have no 
further obligations with respect to the property so conveyed. In consideration of 
the State accepting such conveyance and assuming responsibility for said prop- 
erty, there is hereby authorized to be expended from appropriations hereafter 
made for civil functions administered by the Department of the Army toward 
the work of placing the project facilities in a condition suitable for publie 
purposes, not to exceed $300,000. The Chief of Engineers is authorized to enter 
into agreements with the duly authorized representatives of the States with 
respect to the details of the work to be performed and transfer of the property. 
If the State fails to present a satisfactory offer within two years after the date 
of enactment of this Act, said property may be disposed of pursuant to the provi- 
sions of existing law and upon such terms and conditions as may be determined to 
be in the public interest: And provided further, That after acceptance of said 
property by the State of Wisconsin, the Federal laws, other than the Federal 
Power Act, governing the protection and preservation of navigable waters shall 
not apply to the reach of the Upper Fox River, Wisconsin, above its juncture with 
the mouth of the Wolf River. 

Sec. 108. The project for the Illinois Waterway and Grand Calumet River, 
Illinois and Indiana (Calumet-Sag navigation project), authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, is hereby modified in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Division Engineer in his report dated May 15, 1956, 
insofar as they apply to existing highway bridges in part I, Sag Junction to 
Lake Calumet, at an estimated additional cost of $9,884,000. 

Sec. 109. (a) The Secretary of the Army hereby is authorized to acquire 
on behalf of the United States the fee simple title in and to the lands in the 
lake (known as Sinnissippi Lake) created by the Government dam constructed 
across Rock River between Sterling and Rock Falls, Illinois, and over which 
the United States now holds flowage rights or easement, and in and to all other 
lands upon which the United States has rights or easements used for the purpose 
of and appurtenant to the operation of the Federal project known as the Illinois 
and Mississippi Canal (which lake, canal, feeder, and appurtenances thereto 
are referred to collectively in this section as the canal), in the State of Illinois; 
said fee simple title to be acquired subject to the continuing right of access 
to Sinnissippi Lake by the riparian owners whose land adjoins and abuts said 
lake. Such acquisition may be accomplished by purchase, acceptance of dona- 
tion, exchange, exercise of power of eminent domain, or otherwise. 

(b) The Secretary of the Army further is authorized out of appropriations 
hereafter made for civil functions administered by the Department of the Army, 
to cause the canal to be repaired and modified for the purpose of placing the 
same in proper condition for public recreational use other than through-naviga- 
tion, including (but not limited to) the repair or reconstruction of the aforesaid 
Government dam across Rock River; the repair or reconstruction of retaining 
walls, embankments, and fixed portions of the lock and dam structures, on both 
the feeder and the main portions of the canal; the removal of presently existing 
lock gates and the construction of fixed dams in lieu thereof; the repair of cul- 
verts, drainage ditches, fences, and other structures and improvements, except 
bridges and roads, which the United States has maintained or has been obligated 
to maintain; the replacement of aqueducts with inverted siphons or flumes; 
such other repair, renovation, or reconstruction work as the Chief of Engineers 
may deem necessary or advisable to prepare the canal for public recreational 
use other than through-navigation; and the sale or other disposition of equip- 
ment, buildings, and other structures, which are designated by the State of 
Illinois as not suitable or needed for such use. The work of repair and modi- 
fication shall be performed by the Corps of Engineers, and upon completion 
thereof the Chief of Engineers shall certify such completion to the Secretary 
of the Army. The work of repair and modification authorized in this subsection, 
as well as the land acquisition authorized in the preceding subsection, shall not 
be commenced prior to the approval by the Chief of Engineers and the respon- 
sible State representative of the agreement authorized in subsection (e) which 
shall include assurance from the State of Illinois that it will accept the con- 
veyance of all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to the canal. 
Upon such conveyance the United States shall have no further obligation with 
respect to the canal. 

(c) Upon the request of the State of Illinois and of any corporation owning 
a railroad which crosses a bridge over the canal, the Secretary of the Army 
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is authorized to convey to said corporation, at any time before the conveyance 
of the canal to the State of Illinois as provided in subsection (d) of this section, 
all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to such bridge, and 
the delivery of any such bridge conveyance shal! operate as a complete release 
and discharge of the United States from all further obligation with respect to 
such bridge. If the request also provides for the replacement of such bridge 
with a land fill, the Secretary of the Army further is author zed to permit the 
said corporation to make such replacement, but shall require adequate provision 
for culverts and other structures allowing passage of the waters of the canal 
and necessary drainage, and for right-of-way for necessary and appropriate road 
crossings. 

(ad) The Secretary of the Army further is authorized and directed, upon 
execution of the foregoing provisions of this section, to convey and transfer 
to the State of Illinois, by quitclaim deed and such other instruments as the 
Secretary may deem appropriate, without further consideration, the property 
of the canal; and to execute such other documents and to perform such other 
acts as shall be necessary and appropriate to complete the transfer to the said 
State of all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to the canal. 
Upon and after the delivery of such deed, the State of Illinois is authorized, 
at all times, to use such quantity of water drawn from Rock River at Sinnis 
sippi Lake, as is adequate and appropriate to operate the canal for public 
recreational use other than through-navigation. 

(e) In the execution of the provisions of this section, the Chief of Engineers 
is authorized to enter into agreements with the duly authorized representatives 
of tke State of [Illinois with respect to the details of repair and modification 
of the canal and the transfer thereof to the State. 

(f) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $2,000,000 to 
earry out the provisions of this section. 

Sec. 110. The Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized and directed to 
cause surveys to be made at the following named localities and subject to all 
applicable provisions of section 110 of the River and Harbor Act of 1950: 

Stave Island Harbor at South Goldsboro, Maine. 

Tashmoo Pond, Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts. 

Hammonds Cove, entrance to Locust Point Harbor, Long Island Sound, New 
York. 

Currioman Bay, Virginia. 

Tabbs Creek, Lancaster County, Virginia. 

Wrights Creek, North Carolina. 

Little Gasparilla Pass, Charlotte County, Florida. 

Frenchman Creek, Florida. 

Dredged channel, vicinity of Sunshine Skyway, Tampa Bay, Florida. 

Apalachicola River Chipola Cutoff, Florida, via Wewalhitchka, with a view 
to providing a channel nine feet deep and one hundred feet wide. 

Apalachicola River, Florida, in the vicinity of Bristol and in the vicinity 
of Blountstown. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of Gulfport, Florida. 

Channel from Port Inland, Michigan, to deep water in Lake Michigan, 

Sec. 111. Title I may be cited as the River and Harbor Act of 1956. 


TITLE II—FLOOD CONTROL 


Sec. 201. That section 3 of the Act approved June 22, 1936 (Public Law 
Numbered 738, Seventy-fourth Congress), as amended by section 2 of the Act 
approved June 28, 1938 (Public Law Numbered 761, Seventy-fifth Congress), 
shall apply to all works authorized in this title except that for any channel 
improvement or channel rectification project, provisions (a), (b), and (c) of 
section 3 of said Act of June 22, 1936, shall apply thereto, and except as other- 
wise provided by law: Provided, That the authorization for any flood-control 
project herein adopted requiring local cooperation shall expire five years from 
the date on which local interests are notified in writing by the Department of 
the Army of the requirements of local cooperation, unless said interests shall 
within said time furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army 
that the required cooperation will be furnished. 

Sec. 202. The provisions of section 1 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (Public 
Law Numbered 534, Seventy-eighth Congress, second session), shall govern with 
respect to projects authorized in this Act, and the procedures therein set forth 
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with respect to plans, proposals, or reports for works of improvement for navi- 
gation or flood control and for irrigation and purposes incidental thereto shall 
apply as if herein set forth in full. 

Sec. 203. The following works of improvement for the benefit of navigation 
and the control of destructive floodwaters and other purposes are hereby adopted 
and authorized to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with the 
plans in the respective reports hereinafter designated and subject to the con- 
ditions set forth therein: Provided, That the necessary plans, specifications, and 
preliminary work may be prosecuted on any project authorized in this title with 
funds from appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for flood control so as 
to be ready for rapid inauguration of a construction program: Provided further, 
That the projects authorized herein shall be initiated as expeditiously and prose- 
cuted as vigorously as may be consistent with budgetary requirements: And 
provided further, ‘That penstocks and other similar facilities adapted to pos- 
sible future use in the development of hydroelectric power shall be installed 
in any dam authorized in this Act for construction by the Department of the 
Army when approved by the Secretary of the Army on the recommendation of 
the Chief of Engineers and the Federal Power Commission. 


CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated the sum of $13,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
for the Connecticut River Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended 
and supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress, and such comprehensive plan 
is hereby modified to include the construction of the Littleville Reservoir 
on the Middle Branch of Westfield River, Massachusetts, in accordance with 
plans to be prepared by the Chief of Engineers. 


PANTEGO AND CUCKLERS CREEK, NORTH CAROLINA 


The project for flood protection on Pantego and Cucklers Creek, North Caro- 
lina, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 398, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $413,000. 


SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized the comple- 
tion of Hartwell Reservoir, approved in the Flood Control Acts of December 22, 
1944, and May 17, 1950, in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers 
contained in House Document Numbered 657, Seventhy-eighth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $44,300,000. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $40,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan for 
flood control and other purposes in central and southern Florida approved in the 
Act of June 30, 1948, and subsequent Acts of Congress, and such comprehensive 
plan is hereby modified to include the following items: 

The project for canals, levees, water control structures on the west side of 
the Everglades agricultural and conservation areas in Hendry County, Florida, 
in accordance with the recommendations of the division engineer in his report 
dated June 6, 1956, at an estimated cost of $3,172,000 ; 

The project for rectification of sedimentation conditions in South Fork of 
Saint Lucie River in the vicinity of Palm City, Florida, caused by operation of 
the Saint Lucie Canal, by removal of the entire shoal in accordance with plan A 
presented by the district engineer in his report dated April 27, 1956, at an esti- 
mated cost of $165,000: Provided, That local interests agree to maintain and 
operate the project upon completion. 


TOMBIGBEE RIVER BASIN 


The project for flood control and related purposes on the Tombigbee River and 
tributaries, Mississippi and Alabama, is hereby authorized substantially in 
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accordance with recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in his report pub- 
lished as House Document Numbered 167, Fighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $19,199,000: Provided, That in lieu of the cash contribution contained in 
item (f) of the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers, loeal interests contri- 
bute in cash or equivalent work, the sum of $1,585,000 in addition to other items 
of local cooperation. 

LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER 


The project for flood control and improvement of the lower Mississippi River 
adopted by the Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended by subsequent Acts, is 
hereby modified and expanded to include the following items and the authoriza- 
tion for said project is increased accordingly : 

(a) Modification and extension of channel improvement work on the main 
stem of the Mississippi River substantially in accordance with the recommen- 
dation of the Mississippi River Commission in its report of April 5, 1956, at an 
estimated cost, over that now authorized, of $219,000,000 for construction 
and $4,800,000 annually for maintenance. 

(b) Modification of the White River Backwater project, Arkansas, substan- 
tially in accordance with the recommendation of the Mississippi River Com- 
mission in its report of April 16, 1956, at an estimated cost, over that now 
authorized, of $2,380,000 for construction and $57,000 annually for maintenance: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior shall grant to the White River 
Drainage District of Phillips and Desha Counties, Arkansas, such permits, rights- 
of-ways, and easements over lands of the United States in the White River 
Migratory Refuge, as the Chief of Engineers may determine to be required for 
the construction, operation, and maintenance of this project. 

(c) Modification and extension of plan of improvement in the Bouef and 
Tensas Rivers and Bayou Macon Basin, Arkansas, substantially in accordance 
with the recommendation of the Mississippi River Commission in its report of 
October 6, 1955, at an estimated cost of $1,212,000. 

(d) In addition to the previous authorization, there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated the sum of $28,200,000 for prosecutio: of the plan of improve- 
ment for the control of Old and Atchafalaya Rivers and a navigation lock ap- 
proved in the Act of September 3, 1954. 

(e) In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $35,674,000 for prosecution of the plan of improvement 
in the Saint Francis River Basin approved in the Act of May 17, 1950. 

(f{) Subparagraph (g) under the title Lower Mississippi River, section 10, of 
the Act approved July 24, 1946, is hereby amended to read “Extension of the 
authorized headwater project for the Yazoo River and tributaries to include the 
drainage of runoff waters from the watershed of McKinney Bayou and the pro- 
viding of pumping capacity additional to that now existing for said waters in the 
proportion determined by the Chief of Engineers is authorized in the discretion 
of the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $800,000.” 

The project for flood protection and related purposes on Bayou Chevreuil, 
Louisiana, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 347, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $547,000: Provided, That work already 
performed by local interests on this project, in accordance with the recom- 
mended plan as determined by the Chief of Engineers, may be credited to the 
eash contribution required of local interests. 

The project for flood protection on Wolf River and tributaries, Tennessee, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the report of the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors dated April 25, 1956, at an estimated cost 
of $1,932,000. 

PURGATOIRE RIVER BASIN 


The project for the Trinidad Dam on Purgatoire River, Colorado, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 325, Highty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $16,628,000. 


WHITE RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized the sum 
of $57,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan for the White 
River Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 1988, as amended, and supple- 
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mented by subsequent Acts of Congress, and such comprehensive plan is hereby 
modified to provide for the generation of power in conjunction with flood 
control at the Lone Rock Reservoir and the addition of Gilbert Reservoir for 
flood control, power generation, and other purposes as recommended by the 
District Engineer in House Document Numbered 499, Eighty-third Congress. 


UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $21,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive 
plan for the Upper Mississippi River Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 
1938, as amended and supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress. 

The project for flood protection on Eau Galle River at Spring Valley, Wiscon- 
sin, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 52, Eighty-fourth Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $6,690,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Mississippi River at Winona, Minnesota, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 324, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,620,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Minnesota River at Mankato and North 
Mankato, Minnesota, is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 437, Eighty-fourth Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $1,870,000. 

The Shelbyville Reservoir project on the Kaskaskia River, Illinois, is hereby 
authorized substantially as recommended by the Division Engineer in his report 
at an estimated cost of $23,000,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Root River at Rushford, Minnesota, 
is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers, 
in House Document Numbered 431, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $796,000. 

GREAT LAKES BASIN 


The project for flood protection on the Bad River at Mellen and Odanah, 
Wisconsin, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 165, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $917,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Kalamazoo River at Kalamazoo, Mich- 
igan, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 53, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $5,358,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Saginaw River, Michigan, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 346, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $16,085,000. 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $200,000,000 for the prosecution of*the comprehensive plan 
for the Missouri River Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended 
and supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress. 

The project for flood protection on the Floyd River, Iowa, is hereby authorized 
substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
Numbered 417, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $8,060,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Black Vermillion River at Frankfort, 
Kansas, is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document Numbered 409, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $850,000. 

The project for flood control on Salt Creek and tributaries, Nebraska, is hereby 
authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document Numbered 396, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$13,314,000. 

OHIO RIVER BASIN 


The project for the Saline River and tributaries, Illinois, is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
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in his report published as House Document Numbered 316, Kighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $5,970,000: Provided, That in lieu of the cash 
contribution recommended by the Chief of Engineers, local interests contribute in 
cash, the sum of $233,000, in addition to other items of local cooperation. 

The project for flood protection on Brush Creek at Princeton, West Virginia, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 122, Kighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $917,000. 

The project for flood protection on Lake Chautauqua and Chadakoin River at 
Jamestown, New York, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 
103, Kighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $4,796,000. 

The project for flood protection on the West Branch of the Mahoning River, 
Ohio, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with plans to be ] 
by the Chief of Engineers at an estimated cost of $14,000,000. 

The project for flood protection on Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pennsyl- 
vania, is hereby authorized substantially in accordaice with plans to be prepared 
by the Chief of Engineers at an estimated cost of $1,000,000, 


‘epare d 


SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $17,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supplemented by 
subsequent Acts of Congress. 

The project for flood protection on the Sacramento River from Chico Landing 
to Red Bluff, California, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 
272, Kighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,560,000, 

The project for flood protection in the Eel River in the Sandy Prairie Region, 
California, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $670,900. 


WEBER RIVER BASIN, UTAH 


The project for flood protection on the Weber River and tributaries, Utah, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 158, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $520,000. 


SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $18,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supplemented by 
subsequent Acts of Congress. 

The project for the Buchanan Reservoir on the Chowchilla River, California, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 367, Eighty-first Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $10,900,000: Provided, That, prior to starting con- 
struction, asasurances of repayment arrangements for the cost allocated to 
irrigation be obtained by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The project for the Hidden Reservoir on the Fresno River, California, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 367, Eighty-first Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $12,500,000: Provided, That prior to starting construe- 
tion assurances of repayment arrangements for the cost allocated to irrigation 
be obtained by the Secretary of the Interior. 


KAWEAH AND TULE RIVER BASINS 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $28,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supplemented by 
subsequent Acts of Congress. 


81980—56——_2 
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LOS ANGELES RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $44,000,000, for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended and supplemented by subsequent 
Acts of Congress. 


SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $3,000,000, for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 


approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended and supplemented by subse- 
quent Acts of Congress. 


COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
propriated the sum of $112,000,000 for the prosecution of the projects and plans 
for the Columbia River Basin, including the Willamette River Basin, authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, and subsequent Acts of Congress, 
including the Flood Control Acts of May 17, 1950, and September 3, 1954. 


SAMMAMISH RIVER BASIN 


The project for flood protection and related purposes on the Sammamish River, 
Washington, is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of 


Engineers in House Document Numbered 157, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $825,000. 


TERRITORY OF ALASKA 


The project for flood protection on Chena River at Fairbanks, Alaska, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 137, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $9,727,000. 

Sec. 204. That, in recognition of the flood-control accomplishments of the 
multiple-purpose Oroville Dam and Reservoir, proposed to be constructed on the 
Feather River by the State of California, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated a monetary contribution toward the construction cost of such dam and 
reservoir and the amount of such contribution shall be determined by the Secre- 
tary of the Army in cooperation with the State of California, subject to a finding 
by the Secretary of the Army of economic justification for allocation of the 
amount to flood control, such funds to be administered by the Secretary of the 
Army: Provided, That prior to making the monetary contribution or any part 
thereof, the Department of the Army and the State of California shall have 
entered into an agreement providing for operation of the Oroville Dam in such 
manner as will produce the flood-control benefits upon which the monetary con- 
tribution is predicated, and such operation of the dam for flood control shall be 
in accordance with rules prescribed by the Secretary of the Army pursuant to 
the provisions of section 7 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 890) : Pro- 
vided further, That the funds appropriated under this authorization shall be 
administered by the Secretary of the Army in a manner which shall assure that 
the annual Federal contribution during the project construction period does not 
exceed the percentage of the annual expenditure for the Oroville Dam and Res- 
ervoir which the total flood-control contribution bears to the total cost of the 
dam and reservoir: And provided further, That unless construction of the Oroville 
Dam and Reservoir is undertaken within two years from the date of enactment 
of this Act, the authority for the monetary contribution contained herein 
shall expire. 

Sec. 205. In prosecuting plans and projects for navigation, flood control, and 
allied purposes heretofore or hereafter authorized, storage may be included in 
any reservoir project to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers without reim- 
bursement to increase low flows downstream to the extent warranted at that 
time, or anticipated to be warranted at that time, or anticipated to be warranted 
during the economic life of the project, by widespread, general, and nonexclusive 
benefits from such increases in low flow. 

Sec. 206. The Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized and directed to cause 
surveys for flood control and allied purposes, including channel and major drain- 
age improvements, and floods aggravated by or due to wind or tidal effects, to be 
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made under the direction of the Chief of Engineers, in drainage areas of the 
United States and its Territorial possessions, which include the following-named 
localities : Provided, That after the regular or formal reports made on any survey 
are submitted to Congress, no supplemental or additional report or estimate shall 
be made unless authorized by law except that the Secretary of the Army may 
cause a review of any examination or survey to be made and a report thereon 
submitted to Congress if such review is required by the national defense or by 
changed physical or economic conditions: Provided further, That the Govern- 
ment shall not be deemed to have entered upon any project for the improvement 
of any waterway or harbor mentioned in this title until the project for the 
proposed work shall have been adopted by law : 

Hackensack River, New York and New Jersey, including drainage and recla- 
mation of lands. 

Mills Creek, Florida. 

Streams in Seminole County, Florida, draining into the Saint Johns River. 

Streams in Brevard County, Florida, draining Indian River and adjacent 
coastal areas including Merritt Island. 

Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana, in the interest of protecting Salt Bayou Road. 

San Felipi Creek, Texas, at and in the vicinity of Del Rio, Texas. 

El Paso, El Paso County, Texas. 

Rio Grande and tributaries, at and in the vicinity of Fort Hancock, Hudspeth 
County, Texas. 


Little River and Cayuga Creek, at and in the vicinity of Cayuga Island, Niagara 
County, New York. 


Sacramento River Basin, California, with reference to cost allocation studies 
for Oroville Dam. 

Pescadero Creek, California. 

San Gregorio Creek and tributaries, California. 

Redwood Creek, San Mateo, California. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of South San Francisco, California. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of Burlingame, California. 

Kellogg and Marsh Creeks, Contra Costa County, California. 

Eastkoot Creek, Stinson Beach area, Marin County, California. 

Rodeo Creek, tributary of San Pablo Bay, Contra Costa County, California. 

Pinole Creek, tributary of San Pablo Bay, Contra Costa County, California. 

Rogue River, Oregon, in the interest of flood control, navigation, hydroelectric 
power, irrigation, and allied purposes. . 

Sec. 207. In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated the sum of $200,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehen- 
sive plan adopted by section 9 (a) of the Act approved December 22, 1944 
(Public Numbered 534, Seventy-eighth Congress), for continuing the works in the 
Missouri River Basin to be undertaken under said plans by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Sec. 208. That for preliminary examinations and surveys authorized in previous 
river and harbor and flood control Acts, the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
directed to cause investigations and reports for flood control and allied purposes, 
to be prepared under the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in the form of 
survey reports, and that preliminary examination reports shall no longer be 
required to be prepared. 

Sec. 209. Title II may be cited as the “Flood Control Act of 1956”. 

Passed the House of Representatives July 23, 1956. 

Attest: 


RatpH R. Roserts, Clerk. 

Senator Kerr. General Itschner? 

General IrscuHNneER. Senator, I have a prepared opening statement. 
Would you like to just insert it in the record ? 

Senator Kerr. How long would it take you to read it? 

General IrscHNnER. Ten minutes. 

Senator Kerr. I would like you to read it. 
“ Congressman Miller has just come in from Nebraska, and we have 
just called the Chief of Engineers, and would you come here and sit 
with us while he makes his statement and then give us yours? Sit 
right there. 
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Mr. Minter. Thank you very much. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, before he starts, I would like to dis- 
cuss at the appropriate time proposed amendments to this bill. 

Senator Kerr. To which bill? 

Senator Busu. House bill 12080, the bill before us. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. They are with reference to the projects for 
Connecticut ? 

Senator Busn. That is right. We have about 5 witnesses here, Mr. 
Chairman, which will take a combined total of 15 minutes at your 
pleasure. 

Senator Kerr. That is fine. We will sure hear them. 


STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. S. D. STURGIS, JR., CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
AS PRESENTED BY MAJ. GEN. EMERSON C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, UNITED STATES CORPS 
OF ENGINEERS 


General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
2 years have elapsed since the passage of the last omnibus river and 
harbor and flood-control bill on September 3, 1954. During the inter- 
vening time, there has been much activity in connection with Federal 
civil works—in continuation of civil-works construction and studies 
and in the field of water-resources policy. I feel, therefore, it would 
be appropriate to give you a brief résumé of the civil-works program 
which Congress has authorized upon the recommendations of this com- 
mittee; of the developing policies, problems, and events which have 
affected it; and of the scope of the new proposals which are before 
you for consideration. 


THE CIVIL-WORKS PROGRAM 


The present civil-works program under the jurisdiction of the Corps 
of Engineers is the cumulative result of specific authorizations by the 
Congress over many years. This program, as you know, includes 
improvements for navigation, flood control, and related water-resource 
development. It also ‘involves shore- -protection prejects. The total 
active program, consisting of 3,200 projects, has 2 total estimated cost 
of $16.4 billion. 

Federal appropriations for this work through fiscal year 1956 
have totaled $6.9 billion, leaving $9.5 billion as the amount required 
to complete the present authorized program. The Congress has shown 
a continued interest in the prosecution of these improvements and in 
most years since the close of World War II appropriations have 
exceeded half a billion dollars annually. For fiscal year 1957 the 
total civil-works appropriations, including maintenance and opera- 
tion of improvements, was $635 million, of which $504 million was for 
construction. During the Korean emergency and the years immedi- 
ately following, only : a few projects were started each year, but I am 
pleased to report that this policy has been changed and that the 


appropriations for fiscal years 1956 and 1957 included the initiation 
or resumption of 225 projects. 
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e 
STATUS OF NAVIGATION AND SHORE-PROTECTION PROGRAM 


Improvements of rivers and harbors for navigation constitute the 
oldest segment of the civil-works program and are still of major 
importance. The present active program includes 2,300 projects of 
this kind, with an estimated cost of $4.3 billion. Appropriations 
through fiscal year 1956 for this phase of the program have totaled 
$1.9 billion, leaving $2.4 billion as the amount required to complete 
authorized navigation work. If the multiple-purpose projects which 
serve navigation purposes are added, the total estimated cost of the 
active authorized navigation program becomes $6.9 billion, of which 
$2.9 billion has been appropriated through the fiscal year 1956. 

The navigation program includes three major types of improve- 
ment: Seacoast harbors, Great Lakes channels and harbors, and inland 
and intracoastal waterways. Appropriations to date have been di- 
vided roughly as follows: Inland and intracoastal waterways, 50 per- 
cent; seacoast harbor improvements, 40 percent; and the Great Lakes, 
10 percent. 

Under the authorized program, our coastal harbors have been im- 
proved to meet the demands of modern deep-draft oceangoing com- 
merce so that channel depths of 35 feet prevail in harbors on the At- 
lantic seaboard and gulf coast and range up to 45-foot depths in New 
York Harbor. 

On the west coast, harbor and channel depths ranging from 30 to 40 
feet are generally available. There are over 20 coastal ports which 
handle 10 million tons or more of cargo annually. 

Senator Kerr. Each? 

General IrscHNeER. Yes, sir. 

For major coastal harbors, the cost of the Federal improvements, 
including maintenance and operation, averages less than 4 cents per 
ton of cargo handled. 

The improved harbors and connecting channels of the Great Lakes 
constitute the most important waterways system in this country and 
verhaps in the world. This value will be greatly augmented by the St. 
Eacomaes seaway which is now under construction. These harbors 
and improved channels provide the basic transportation system for 
the industrial Midwest. At the present time, depths of 21 feet are con- 
trolling generally for the Great Lakes harbors and connecting chan- 
nels. Eleven harbors on the Great Lakes now handle 10 million tons 
or more annually of the commodities that move over this waterway 
and in 1954, a total of 91.2 billion ton-miles of cargo was handled on 
this system. The cost of Federal improvements of major Great Lakes 
ports averages about 114 cents per ton of cargo handled. 

The inland and intracoastal waterways which have been improved 
by the Federal Government have a total length of over 28,000 miles. 
Much of this length, however, represents shallow-draft channels im- 
proved many years ago which are no longer of material importance to 
commercial navigation. 

About 80 percent of modern waterborne commerce is carried on 12 
waterways with an aggregate length of 5,800 miles. These include 
such waterways as the Gulf Intracoastal and the lower Mississippi 
River with its extension up the Ohio to the Pittsburgh area and up the 
Tllinois River to the Great Lakes system at Chicago. 
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In 1954, traffic on our inland and intracoastal waterway system 
totaled 82.5 billion ton-miles. These waterways and the improved 
barges, towboats, and other equipment of modern waterway operators, 
‘arry commodities of all kinds ranging from crude petsoloars to fin- 
ished automobiles. One modern tank barge will carry almost as much 
as 100 tankears normally used in rail traffic. Our estimates show that 
savings in transportation costs which are passed along to the public 
have been very great and that the system of inland and intracoastal 
waterways is returning in such benefits about $3 for every Federal 
dollar expended. 

Senator Kerr. In what period of time? 

General Irscuner. A 50-year period. Anything beyond 50 years is 
an added benefit. 

Senator Kerr. In addition to that? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

The program for beach erosion prevention and shore protection is 
relatively new in comparison to the navigation program. Federal 
interest began in 1930 when the Beach Erosion Board was established 
and authorized to make studies of thisnature. The scope of the studies 
was expanded by subsequent legislation and, finally in 1946, the Federal 
Government undertook to participate in the construction of the actual 
works for the protection of shores. Since the program is in its in- 
fancy there are only 45 projects authorized by Congress and only 
11 of these have had construction appropriations. The total Federal 
share in the cost is about $15.7 million, of which about $3.7 million has 
been appropriated to date, leaving a balance of $12 million to complete. 

Now the status of the flood-control program—— 

Senator Kerr. Before you leave the navigation, do you have access, 
the information showing the increase of traffic or of tonnage on the 
railways of our country during the same period of time that you 
refer to here in your report on the increase of traffic on the waterways ! 

General Irsci;~er. We have access to that information, sir, and we 
have it in our office, but I don’t have it with me. 

Senator Kerr. Would it be easily obtainable by you for the record ¢ 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir, very easily obtainable. 

Senator Kerr. To show the traffic in tonnage handled beginning 
with 1940, through 1955 ? 

General Ivscuner. Yes, sir, I could get that information very easily, 
sir. Ishall doso for insertion in the record. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


Railway revenue-to-miles, including electric railways, express and mail, classes 
I, II, and III, 1940-54 


Ton-miles Ton-miles 

( billions) ( billions) 

TE cciccicitianantadaiiemmpumianes NS i ccc: leah tail 647, 267 

ND ae Ronee en maneeeveeenes 534, 694 

ER eae eta ee de ek I a he ecard ecacpacssnsiameceti 596, 940 

ae eee ee UT I bic icte ibe ee Sere et 655, 353 

SS al ea Re iD acts claaesachictcdeenaeatinkeid ues 623, 3738 

a aha delat Miaka naa OU a 614, 199 

nee es be ee ee OU entamenenty 1556, 577 
Bh sioner tbh 664, 523 


1 Preliminary: Increase of 46.8 percent over 1940. Statistics for 1955 not available yet. 
Source: Interstate Commerce Commission, Bureau of Transport Economics, Statement 
No. 568. 
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STATUS OF FLOOD-CONTROL PROGRAM 


General Itscuner. The flood-control segment of the civil-works pro- 
gram dates from congressional authorization of the project for 
alluvial valley of the Mississippi River in 1928 and for the first general 
Flood Control Act of 1936 insofar as the country as a whole is con- 
cerned. Thus for the country as a whole the flood-control program 
is now only 20 years old. These 2 decades have witnessed 2 wars 
during which the civil-works activity, including flood control, was 
curtailed. 

In this brief period, however, the flood-contro] program of the Corps 
of Engineers has grown to become one of the major elements of the 
Federal public-works activity. 

The active flood-control program, including the major project for 
the lower Mississippi River, but excluding multiple-purpose improve- 
ments, involves over 760 projects with a total estimated cost of $6.3 
billion. Of this amount, $2.5 billion have been appropriated by Con- 
gress, leaving a total of $3.8 billion required for completion. If the 
multiple-purpose projects which serve flood-control purposes are 
added, the estimated cost of the total authorized flood-control program 
becomes $9.5 billion, of which a total of $4 billion has been appropri- 
ated through fiscal year 1956. 

Senator Kerr. Using these figures we find some duplication in view 
of the fact there was a figure given for navigation including multiple- 
purpose projects. 

General Irscuner. Actually, sir, there 1s no duplication, because 
those are different multiple-purpose projects. We took them for their 
predominant purpose, either flood control or navigation. 

The accomplishments of the flood-control program have more than 
justified its cost. The projects in full or partial operation are pre- 
venting flood damages of one-half billion dollars a year and, in addi- 
tion, producing additional benefits of one-quarter billion dollars a 
year. The total annual value of this program—three-quarters of a 
billion dollars a year—is being achieved at an annual cost of slightly 
more than $200 million. 

The flood-control program is paying off at the rate of more than 
$3 for each $1 invested, and this does not take into account the values 
which cannot be measured in monetary terms, such as the saving in 
life, and the economic security of hundreds of urban communities and 
farming areas. 

I might also add there parenthetically these figures are based upon 
a 50-year amortization period so any benefits accruing after 50 years— 
and they should be very substantial—would add to the benefits of each 
of these projects. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, sir. 

General Irscuner. Much is left to be done in the field of flood dam- 
age prevention. The potential flood losses in the United States on 
an average annual basis without flood-control works amount to $900 
million a year. These are estimated losses for the main river and 
major tributary valleys and do not include flood losses in many small 
upstream tributaries. The half-billion dollar reduction in the $900 
million annual loss, presently being achieved by the operating flood- 
control program still leaves a balance of $400 million annual loss. 
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STATUS OF THE MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROGRAM 


Multiple-purpose projects are those which have two or more func- 
tions. They may be combinations of flood control, navigation, hydro- 
electric power development, or any related pur ‘poses. 

The active multiple-purpose program consists of 64 projects which 
have a total cost of $5.8 billion. The total appropriation to date is 
$2.5 billion, leaving $3. 3 billion to complete. 

Hydroelectric power is an important product of this program. The 
present installed capacity of all multiple-purpose projects of the corps 
is more than 4 million kilowatts. The capacity when the projects 
under construction are completed will be 7.6 million kilowatts. 


THE SURVEY PROGRAM 


In recent years, appropriations for the general navigation survey 
program have been extremely low in comparison with the backlog of 
surveys. No funds were appropriated for fiscal year 1922. 

In the fiscal years 1953 to 1955 the appropriations were made at a 
rate which would have required about 15 years to complete all reports 
assigned by Congress. ‘The increased appropriation for fiscal years 
1956 and 1957 have been at a rate which would require about 5 years 
to complete the backlog if no new surveys are authorized. However, 
the loss of engineers during the lean years experienced in this field 
cannot easily be made up. ‘The survey program should be maintained 
on an even keel if efficiency is to be achieved. 


THE STATUS OF THE OMNIBUS ACT OF 1956 


As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Omnibus River and Harbor and 
Flood Control Act of 1956, was favorably reported by the House com- 
mittee on July 7, 1956. The bill as reported contained monetary 
authorizations as follows: 


Rivers and harbors: 29 projects and 4 special items that are not 





a ies ss Cis ta ie esc meigan ee 575, 334, 000 
Beach erosion: 7 projects a 5, 270, 000 
RR CUR 0 ND a ncaa rah cages hs ations 470, 967, 000 
Increased basin authorizations for 12 basins_.__._.________________ 592, 300, 000 
Missouri River Basin for Department of the Interior_______---~- 200, 000, 000 

ile isda is a stl 1, 348, 871, 000 


At the present time, your committee has scheduled approximately 
20 projects for consideration, having a total estimated cost of approxi- 
mately $600 million. This amount, plus the cost of the projects al- 
ready in the bill amounts to $1,943 million. 

In closing I want to express my thanks to this committee for its 
help in achieving the harmony which has characterized our relation- 
ship, and, above “all, i in working toward the goal of the best develop- 
ment of America’s water resources. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, General Itschner, for your 
statement. And, on behalf of the committee, I want to th: nk you for 
your splendid cooperation and assistance with and to this committee 
in our deliberation on these flood-control and navigation projects. 
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Do you have anything further to say / 

General Irscuner. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Any questions / 

Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. General, last March, hs ga you appeared before 
this committee, the record shows you stated at the present rate of 
appropriation and assuming no new a Rar were authorized, it 
would take approximately 25 years to complete the presently active 
flood-control program, inc ‘luding those multiple-purpose projects with 
flood control as a primary fune tion. 

Now, this new bill, with its new projects, is it contemplated that 
these new projects are going to displace some of the long list of 
authorized projects that are not even started yet? 

General Irscuner. It is very likely, sir, that some of the new au- 
thorizations would take priority over some of the old ones. 

Senator Corron. Why ¢ 

General Irscuner. Because of greater urgency, sir. 

Senator Corron. I don’t want to take too much time, but would 
you give me an example of a project, the type of project that has 
immediate urgency so that if this bill is enacted, it will supplant and 
come ahead of some of these projects that have been waiting all this 
time ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, there are a number of rather urgent 
projects in the present omnibus bill. One of them would be—— 

Senator Corron. Connected with the floods / 

General Ivscuner. Connecticut Basin projects certainly would have 
a very high priority. Now, as an example of some of those that are 
already authorized, that are not very urgent, I would mention that 
there are a fairly large group of projects that are not desired by 
local people at this time, due to changes in local conditions, such as 
development in the area, that makes a project which at the time of 
authorization appeared quite desirable not economically justified now. 

Senator Corron. Just one more question if the chairman will per- 
mit. I can quite understand why new flood conditions and new dan- 
gers arise in certain areas might make it highly necessary that new 
authorizations be given to supplant this long list, but is it also true 
of multiple-purpose and navigation projects / 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir; it is, because of increased developments 
in specific areas, that indicate an urgent need for some of these new 
projects. 

Senator Corton. In other words, as I said when we passed the St. 
Lawrence seaway bill, which I voted against, that if you get married, 
you have to be prepared to entertain all your wife’s relations; and if 
we passed that project we have to be prepared to pick » the check 
for the deepening of many, many harbors around the Great Lakes. 
That is what you have in mind when you say that new conditions in 
settting aside these long-authorized projects and having new naviga- 
tion projects ? 

General Irscuner. That is one of the projects which I had in mind. 
Another condition exists along the Texas coast where we have had 
tremendous development in recent years and, obviously, that creates 
new demands for projects. 

Senator Corron. But there is tremendous backlog for projects 
authorized by this committee coming in to the House and C ongress 
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for years which haven’t been touched, and they will be retarded some- 
what by these? 

General IrscHner. They may be. We would examine the entire 
list of authorized projects when formulating our budget for the fol- 
lowing year and we would select for new starts those projects which 
appear to us to be most meritorious and most required at the time, 
regardless of the length they have been authorized. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. That would be a matter, however, which Congress 


would have to control. If they want to step up the program, they 
could. 


I would like to call the committee’s attention to an article in this 
morning’s Wall Street Journal, River Bank Boom, being the lead- 
ing headline of the item. It is on page 1: 


CHEAP TRANSPORTATION AND POWER DRAW MorRE PLANTS TO WATERWAYS; 
GLIppEN LooKs For Bia RISE In BarGe Trarric; SLEEPY CaLvert City, Ky., 
AWAKES; CoMPETITION Cuts Rat Rates 


There’s an industrial boom surging along the banks of the Nation’s navigable 
waterways. 

Last year, manufacturers and public utilities picked waterside sites for a hefty 
$6.5 billion worth of new plants—more than 3 times the 1954 total. In the first 
6 months of this year they stepped up this pace, earmarking $3.6 billion for con- 
struction along waterways. 

What’s back of the river-bank boom? Industry’s postwar urge to decentralize 
has sent companies scurrying around the United States looking for new plant 
sites. Two assets are common to all waterway sites: Low-cost transportation 
and an ample water supply. 


I want the reporter to put into the record at this point the rest of 
this very illuminating article. It points up a statement often made 
by the distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania, Mr. Martin, about 
the surging increase in traffic in and on all of our transportation 
facilities. 

Railroads, highways, waterways, pipelines, airways, none of which 
are adequate to meeting growing needs for the handling of the in- 
creased transportation and all of them insofar as the development 
of our basic economy and industries are concerned, are as important 
in my judgment as these inland waterways. 

(The balance of the statement is as follows :) 


These advantages have grown even more alluring as rail and truck freight 
have risen and water shortages have gripped many parts of the Nation. Some 
water sites, too, offer sources of cheap hydroelectric power. 

The rush to the rivers is a repetition of early United States history. In the 
18th and early 19th centuries towns and industries huddled near rivers, a major 
source of transportation, power, and even communication. With the spread of 
railroads and highways, the Nation’s inland waterways—28,996 miles of navi- 
gable rivers and canals—began to dwindle in importance. But their comeback 
now is well underway. 

COMPETITION CUTS RATES 


Mammoth 20,000-ton barge tows moving up and down the waterways can haul 
as much freight as 400 rail cars or 1,000 trucks at rates as low as one-third the 
cost by other means of transportation. The competition of barge lines means 
that rail and truck rates in river towns are also lower than in cities away from 
the water. 

The industrial growth along the waterways has brought 213-percent increase 
in barge traffic on the inland waterways since 1946, and volume this year is run- 
ning well ahead of the record 87.5 billion ton-miles of freight hauled in 1955. 
The inland waterways’ share of the Nation’s freight loads rose to 7.3 percent 
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in 1954 from 2.6 percent in 1943, excluding the share carried by Great Lakes 
shipping. 

The waterways boom has led to a rapid growth in barge lines, too. The cur- 
rent inland waterways fleet includes 18,100 towboats and barges, up 1,043 from 
1950, and most inland shipyards are back-ordered into 1958. 


WATER TRAFFIC RISES 


“We have so much barge traffic going in and out of here that the home office 
calls me admiral,” grins husky, hearty Anthony L. Ascik, who runs Pittsburgh 
Metallurgical Co.’s big new ferroalloy plant at Calvert City, Ky. Half of all 
raw materials used at the plant and half of its products move by barge, he 
reports, and water traffic at the firm’s docks is now more than 11 times what it 
was 3 years ago. 

Center of the inland waterways boom has been the busy Ohio River and its 8 
navigable tributaries, which have gained $9.3 billion worth of new industry 
since 1950. 

Other booming waterway areas: A stretch of less than 10 miles along the 
Mississippi between New Orleans and Baton Rouge has acquired $850 million 
worth of new plants since World War II. 

More than $500 million worth of industry has settled along the upper Missis- 
sippi between Cairo, Ill., and St. Paul, Minn., in the postwar period. The Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway and connecting rivers and canals have gained a lion’s 
share of the $1.2 billion chemical industry and $1.1 billion oil-refining industry 
on the gulf coast of Texas. 

A few of the big new waterway plants built or announced in the past 5 years: 
Olin Mathieson Chemical Corp’s. $90 million aluminum plant at Clarington, 
Ohio; Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corp.’s $220 million worth of aluminum 
plants at Ravenswood, W. Va., and $60 million alumina plant at Baton Rouge, 
La.; American Cyanamid Co.’s $55 million chemical plant at New Orleans; 
Texas Co.’s $44.5 million refinery at Lockport, Ill.; Lone Star Cement Co.’s $35 
million plant at Lake Charles, La.; Bowater Paper Co.’s $52 million newspaper 
mill at Charleston, Tenn. ; Crane Co.’s $25 million titanium plant at Chattanooga, 
Tenn.; Allied Chemical & Dye Corp.’s $22 million chemical plant at Moundsville, 
W. Va., and $24 million nitrogen plant at Omaha, Nebr., and Dow Chemical Co.’s 
$20 million plant at Baton Rouge, La. 


EXPANSION ON WATER 


Dwight P. Joyce, chairman and president of Glidden Co., says, ““We intend to 
keep most of our future expansion on the water, because of the great potential 
there. 

“We make extensive use of water transportation now for bringing in raw ma- 
terials and shipping out our chemical products, and we believe that barge traffic 
will increase greatly in coming years.” 

D. A. Rhodes, vice president and general manager of Kaiser Aluminum & 
Chemical, notes: “In the integrated production of aluminum, economic water 
transportation is essential to provide a direct flow of raw material between ma- 
jor production units.” Kaiser will barge alumina from plants at Baton Rouge 
and Gramercy, La., up the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers to the $220 million worth 
of reduction and fabricating plants it is building at Ravenswood, W. Va., he 
reports. 

“In the chemical industry, particularly in the manufacture of heavy indus- 
trial chemicals, the primary advantage of a waterside site is the lower transporta- 
tion cost afforded by moving both incoming raw material and outgoing finished 
products in large bulk shipments by barge,” says F. L. Linton, comptroller of 
Allied Chemical & Dye, which has 45 waterway plants and is building 2 more. 

Many companies located on the waterways operate their own barge fleets. 
Last year Wheeling Steel Corp. hauled 2.25 million net tons of coal for its steel 
mills in its barges, up from 1.5 million in 1954, and tonnage in the first 6 months 
of 1956 was 100,000 tons ahead of 1955. 

Among other companies operating barge fleets are: Crucible Steel Corpora- 
tion of America, Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp., Lone Star Cement Corp., Marquette 
Cement Corp., Shell Oil Co., Socony Mobil Oil Co., Inc., Standard Oil Co. (Indi- 
ana), Standard Oil Co. (New Jersey), Standard Oil Co. (Ohio), and United States 
Steel Corp. 
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WATER USE RISES 


In these days of water shortages, the steady flow past waterside plants is an- 
other weighty advantage for the waterways. Last year industrial firms used 60 
billion gallons of water a day, 6 times their daily intake in 1900, and are expected 
to need 115 billion gallons a day by 1975. Public utilities in 1955 used 59.8 bil- 
lion gallons daily, more than 11 times what they used each day in 1900. 

An idea of the water available for industry in the rivers: Daily flow of the 
Mississippi past New Orleans is 300 billion gallons a day. 

When the advantage of cheap transportation and ample water are added to 
other important factors, the result is an almost irresistible lure to many com- 
panies. The Ohio Valley adds low-cost, coal-generated power and proximity to 
eastern markets to its water assets, and the New Orleans-Baton Rouge area 
links up ocean transportation, low-cost natural gas, generated power and large 
sources of petroleum, sulfur, and other raw materials with its water advantages. 

Industrialization has brought big changes for both people and towns along 
the waterways. Consider Kentucky’s Calvert City, until a few years ago a 
sleepy, unincorporated hamlet of 300. Today, it bustles with more than $77 
million worth of new industrial plants, employing 1,500 workers, and is planning 
for a population of 10,000 by 1965. 


HELP FROM A DAM 


At Calvert City, the big extra factor was provided by the Federal Government 
with construction of nearby Kentucky Dam, part of the TVA system. To get 
the dam, and its assets of low-cost power, flood protection for industrial sites, 
locks for barges, and recreation facilities for workers, however, took a long, hard 
fight by Luther Draffen, country storekeeper at Calvert City, and other western 
Kentucky leaders. 

Mr. Draffin began his battle for the dam and industrial development of Cal- 
vert City in the years after World War I when farmers in the area lost the 
market for the dark tobacco they had exported to Germany, Italy, and France, 
and 5,000 farm people migrated north to work in the industries of Detroit, 
Chicago, and Akron. 

After the dam was constructed, he and Charlie Hall, a young Paducah mer- 
chant, began preparing brochures, writing letters, and taking industrial site 
hunters on tours of the area. Finally, in 1948, they hit the jackpot. 

First came Pennsylvania Salt Manufacturing Co., which has now invested 
$20 million in 6 chemical plants, employing 250. Next came Pittsburgh Metal- 
lurgical, which has expanded its original 3 ferroalloy furnaces to $7.5 million, 
10-furnace plant, employing 640, and is now building 3 more units including the 
largest electric ferroalloy furnace in the world. 


NATIONAL CARBIDE MOVES IN 


In 1951, National Carbide division of Air Reduction Co., moved in with a giant 
$18 million plant, employing 400. Two years later, B. F. Goodrich Co.’s chemic' 
division moved in with a $13.5 million plant, employing 165, to combine acetylene 
from National Carbide and hydrochloric acid, sulfuric acid, and caustic soda 
from Pennsalt to make vinyl chloride and acrylonitrile. 

Last year, General Aniline & Film Corp. put up a $7 million plant with 108 
employees, to take National Carbide’s acetylene and hydrogen from Pennsalt 
to produce drugs and artificial blood plasma. 

This year, Air Reduction has completed a $5 million chemical plant to use its 
own acetylene in making vinyl acetate monomer, and another $1 million plant 
to turn out oxygen and rare gases. American Aniline & Extract Co. also put 
up a $1 million polyvinyl alcohol plant using chemicals frem the new Air 
Reduction plant. 

Nor has this chain reaction of industrial growth ended. Three major chemi- 
eal companies have acquired more than 1,200 acres of land in Calvert City for 
future industrial sites. 

In the case of Calvert City, industrial development got a big push from hydro- 
electric power from Kentucky Dam, but the resurgence of coal as a source of 
electric power has been an even more important part of the waterway boom. 

Even Calvert City gets large amounts of power now from TVA’s steam gen- 
erating plants—National Carbide alone uses 120,000 kilowatt-hours, compared 
to Kentucky Dam’s capacity of 160,000 kilowatt-hours. 
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John W. Evers, president of Commonwealth Edison Co., Chicago, told the 
convention of the National Coal Association last month, “We are barging as 
much coal as possible.” The utility burns 11 million tons of coal a year, and 
Mr. Evers notes that rail rates for hauling coal are up 15 cents a ton in the last 
3 years, while the cost of coal has dropped 3 cents a ton. 


INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS 


To get in on the waterway boom, many cities are developing industrial dis- 
tricts on the water. Memphis has lured 23 companies to its $3 million 980-acre 
President’s Island project since 1952, and is now starting development of another 
6,500 acres on the mainland across from the island district. 

The Federal Government has appropriated $551,000 for preliminary engineering 
work on a project that would open up the 3,100 acre Columbia Bottoms north 

of St. Louis for a proposed industrial district to be operated by the bi-State 

agency, Joint Illinois-Missouri Authority. Other river cities with ambitious 
industrial development projects: Pittsburgh, Minneapolis, St. Paul, Baton Rouge, 
New Orleans, Dubuque. Iowa, and Syracuse, N. Y. (New York State Barge 
Canal). 

Barge line executives point up how all this rising waterway activity is causing 
an upsurge in their industry. 

Capt. A. C. Ingersoll, Jr., president of Federal Barge Lines, Inc., says he 
expects 1956 volume to exceed the record 3,191,811 tons hauled last year, up 21 
percent over 1954 volume. ‘May was the best month in our history,” he reports. 

“T would be surprised if the growth of the barge industry is less than 4 percent 
per year for the next 10 years,” he adds, “and it may grow as fast as 15 percent 
a year.” Federal added a new towboat and 25 new barges last year, recently 
launched a big modern towboat and has 25 barges on order. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question. General, 
you made a statement a moment ago that in some cases, local interests 
are now in opposition. You don’t mean to permit that to cut out a 
project where the local interest might interfere with the overall. Now, 
I am using as an example, the northern part of Pennsylvania, on the 
Allegheny River, where that purpose there, flood control, is for the 
benefit of Pennsylvania, Ohio, West Virginia, and all the States south. 

Now, it wouldn't be the plan because there is opposition there to 
eliminate that flood control dam ¢ 

General Irscuner. I had in mind, sir, more that there was a lack 

. 3 oo 
of local interest. Some of these authorizations require a local con- 
tribution, either in the form of real estate or cash, and there have 
been occasions when the local people lost interest to the extent that 
they were not willing or able to provide the required local contribution. 

Senator Martin. What I am getting at, Mr. Chairman, is that we 
must take into consideration the overall picture. I hate to have my 

real estate taken for an improved highway, but for the general good 

of the community, the right of eminent domain steps in: and ‘they 
take my property. Now, we will probably, I hate to interfere with 
local things, but sometimes it is necessar y to damage one locality, just 
take my State, we have removed whole towns in order to build flood- 
project dams, to take care of the overall pictufe. It isn’t the intention 
to deviate from that plan, is it ? 

General IrscHNER. No, sir, it is not our intention to deviate from 
that concept. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask another ques- 
tion. What is the policy of the Engineer Corps, which has done a 
magnificent job in our country; as I understand, it will still be the 
theory that local people ought to make a contribution to these projects 
where it is an improvement in the harbor and things of that kind? 
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General Iliscuner. Yes, sir, it is the policy to require contribution in 
the form of lands, easements and rights-of-way, for local flood-con- 
trol projects as required by law. This has been a requirement since 
the Flood Control Act of 1936. In other cases, there are certain types 
of projects which require local contributions in the form of cash in 
return for certain types cf benefits that they receive. 

Senator Marrin, I think, Mr. Chairman, I think the general is en- 
tirely right. Local communities can get rights-of-way and things of 
that kind, much more economically than we can secure them at the 
State and national level. I am not going to take any more time, but 
what the distinguished chairman said about inland transportation, 
I want to use, and I think you are very familiar with it, General; 
you take the Monongehela River which rises up in West Virginia. 
There is greater transportation over Monongahela River than there is 
through the Panama Canal. Now we turned down, we did not do very 
much there as Senator Kilgore and I thought should have been done, 
because those dams have to be improved. 

Now I would like to just ask one more question. You know there is 
a good many projects that we have authorized and the United States 
and local authorities have put a lot of money in that; we now find 
that they will probably be inadequate. Harbors will have to be 
deepened because of the ships, particularly from Europe, they require 
deeper harbors. Now, I am not going to ask you to commit yourself, 
but I want to just bring that up, “Mr. “Chairman, it is all in the hands 
of Congress. We are going to have to, I think this committee more 
and more every year, take a lot of these things into consideration and 
we ought to also look for the general good of the Nation, not just the 
particular locality. 

The Cuarman. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Marrin. The general has given us some fine information 
this morning. 

The Cuarrman. Are there other questions? 

Senator Neusercer. I would like to ask a few questions. General, 
what is the overall goal of acre-feet of flood control of the Columbia 
River Basin ? 

General Irscuner. We would like to get a gross of 27 million acre- 
feet of storage capacity for flood control and other purposes, so that 
we would have a net available usable flood-control storage of 21 million 
acre-feet. 

Senator Nreupercer. In other words, the overall goal still remains at 
what it was in the 308 report, the overall goal still remains 27 million 
acre-feet total available flood-control storage ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, of which 21 million acre-feet would be 
effective at The Dalles, which would control the flood of record, the 
1894 flood, to 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles. 

Senator Nrusercer. And unless you get that 27 million acre-feet, 
you feel you will not have effective control of another recurrence of 
the flood of record ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; we would not have effective control of 
the flood of record. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. I want toask one other 
question, if I can, to go from the flood-control projects in the moun- 
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tains down to the seacoast. What is the present status of the proposed 
Yaquina Bay project on the eastern seacoast 

General IrscuNer. The Yaquina Bay project has been heard by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. The Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors approved the project, although it had been 
reported upon unfavorably by the district and division engineers, and, 
at the present time, it is being considered by other Federal agencies 
and the Governor of the State of Oregon. 

Senator Neusercer. Inasmuch as the Board has approved the proj- 
ect, it could be an appropriate project for inclusion in an omnibus 
rivers and harbors bill, might it not be? 

General Irscuner. Other similar projects have been considered in 
the current omnibus bill, and also in the 1954 bill—a few of them are 
in the House version of the bill, as it has been reported out by the 
committee. 

Senator Nrusercer. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. We are happy to have with us this morning a very 
distinguished member of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee. He is a ranking member on that committee—Congressman 


A. L. Miller, from Nebraska. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. L. MILLER, CONGRESSMAN FROM THE 
FOURTH DISTRICT, STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Mitirr. Thank you very much, Senator Kerr. Members of the 
committee, I am here in the interest of the Gering Valley flocd-control 
project, which I think the engineers also have a word to say about. 

I appreciate your courtesy in permitting me to appear before you 
at this busy time, Senator, in regard to this project, and as you listen 
to my statement, it is about 5 or 6 minutes long, may I pass these pic- 
tures along, which are the July 2 recent flood damage in the area. 
They may then be made a part of the file, if it please the committee. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Miter. I hoped that the record could have been made earlier 
in this session of the Congress when the demands upon your time were 
not so pressing but the necessary reports were not completed by the 
Department of the Army and the Bureau of the Budget until only 
recently, and it is only because of the extreme immediate need for this 
project that it is being presented for your approval at this time. 

The project in its present form has been approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Gering Valley lies in the extreme west-central tip of the State of 
Nebraska, in the watershed of the North Platte River, dvaining an 
area of approximately 86 square miles. The land is highly productive 
and fertile agricultural land, and nearly every tillable acre has been 
put to use in the production of sugar beets, beans, alfalfa, potatoes, 
small grains, and corn. 

A large majority of the farms in the Gering Valley are served by 
irrigation facilities constructed by locally sponsored districts or units 
of the North Platte Valley project, which is one of the first projects 
constructed under the Reclamation Act of 1902. Protection of these 
works and the 54,846 acres of land served thereby is one of the prime 
objectives of the Gering Valley flood-control project. 
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In the past 25 years, there have been 18 severe floods in this valley, 
with average annual damages amounting to nearly $100,000. The 
most disastrous flood of record occurred in 1947 , when losses amounted 
to nearly $1.5 million. Just 2 weeks ago another flash flood damaged 
the Gering Valley to the extent of nearly $280,000 and any sudden 
heavy rains in the future will certainly bring more destruction to the 
lands, crops, and facilities in the area. 

In 1948 the Public Works Committee of the Senate by resolution 
authorized the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to under- 
take a review of the flood situation, and to devise a plan for controlling 
the run-off waters in the Gering Valley. These studies were com- 
pleted and a report was submitted to the Chief of Engineers, Depart- 
ment of the Army, on September 13, 1954, which suggested construc- 
tion of four small detention dams, levees, and other related works that 
would cost $1,104,500. This plan j is now being recommended to the 
Congress. Of this amount, $1,056,000 would be the Federal Govern- 
ment’s investment, and $48,500 would be the investment of local inter- 
ests. In addition, the local interests would be required to furnish the 
land and easements necessary, and to perform certain other comple- 
mentary work that would cost an additional $300,000, and maintain 
the works. I am pleased to say that the local people have performed 
a substantial part of their obligation, and stand ready and willing to 
complete their bargain. Were they financially able to do so, they 
would undertake all of the work required to protect their property and 
interests; but they have already invested more than $6 million over 
the years in just the irrigation and drainage works that serve their 
community, and substantial amounts for repairs and maintenance so 
they do not feel able to finance this additional expenditure without 
major assistance from the Federal Government. 

The Corps of Engineers report shows that the benefit to cost ratio 
of this project is 2 to 1, or 2.18. 

So that the committee may better appreciate the nature of the dam- 
ages that have occurred by reason of ditch-bank erosion and struc- 
tural failures, I submitted these pictures to you that are now before 
you, and I would like to submit also, Mr. Chairman, for the record, 
Flood Control in Gering Valley, development of the land as. of August 
1955, one booklet, and What T hey Say About the Gering Valley Flood 
Control, for your record, if I may do that. 

Senator Kerr. That would be very fine. It will be received for the 
file. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you. So the committee can appreciate the local 
support behind the project, one of the booklets shows the committee the 
local support. 

It is my sincere hope that this extremely necessary and feasible flood- 
control project can be included in the Omnibus Flood Control Act 
this year. 

I might say I spoke to the chairman of the House committee and 
they were anxious to include it, except they had no report from the 
Bureau of the Budget, and without that report they were hesitant 
about placing it in the bill. Just within the last 2 weeks we have re- 
ceived a favorable report from the Bureau of the Budget. Your 
colleague on this committee, Senator Hruska, is very familiar with 
the project, and I am sure I should have yielded to him to make my 
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statement. I think that he wanted to make it and I apologize to the 
Senator. I know that he has some statement that he would want to 
make upon the hearing of flood control in the Gering flood-control 
project. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congressman Miller. Are 
there any questions ? 

Senator Nevusercer. I wanted to defer to the other Senators. 

What is the total costs of this project again, Congressman Miller ¢ 

Mr. Mixer. The total engineer’s report is $1,056,000, of which the 
local interests, their contribution is $48,500, outright contributions, 
and then they get the right-of-way, and so forth. 

Senator Neusercer. One thing I didn’t understand in your presen- 
tation, is this in the House bill ? 

Mr. Minter. No. We didn’t have the budget report in time to in- 
clude it. Mr. Davis told me just the other day if they would get it in 
over the Senate side, they would support it on the House side. The 
had a limited number of projects they wanted to place in the bill and 
this and that, and the report from the engineers. 

Senator Nevusercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congressman. Senator 
Hruska ? 

Senator Hruska. Just this, Mr. Chairman: I wanted to say first of 
all, I am personally happy that Congressman Miller did make the 
original presentation. Noapology on his part is necessary. This flood- 
control project is near his home. He lives with it more closely than I 
do. The site is familiar to me, I have toured the area, I have talked 
to the members of the board of the local unit there and would like, Mr. 
Chairman, to submit for the record a statement which I have prepared 
on behalf of this project, together with a statement prepared by my 
colleague, Senator Curtis. 

I won’t take the time to read it. Time presses us. I am sure there 
won't be anything added by a reading of it. I would like to reiterate 
the urging of Congressman Miller that this be included in the omnibus 
bill. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. Statements will be placed in the record. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROMAN L. HRUSKA, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR HRUSKA RE GERING VALLEY FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, recently the Secretary of the Army submitted to the committee 
the report of the Chief of Engineers recommending that the general comprehen- 
sive plan for flood control in the Missouri River Basin be modified to include a 
projcet for local flood protection in the Gering Valley, Nebr. The estimated cost 
to the United States for the construction of this project is $1,056,000. Non- 
Federal expenditures include $48,500 for right-of-way cost which would be borne 
by local interests. Other protective and conservation work valued at about 
$300,000 would be borne by local interests. 

Gering Valley is located in Scotts Bluff County, Nebr., in the western extremity 
of the Nebraska Panhandle. It is a comparatively level, intensely cultivated 
arear, ringed on three sides by a U-shaped range of bluffs. The valley is drained 
by an artificial wasteway and drainage canal, known as the Gering drain, con- 
structed during the period of 1922 to 1925 by the Bureau of Reclamation in 
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cooperation with the Gering Irrigation District as part of the Fort Laramie 
Canal system of the North Platte project. 

Since 1931, 18 floods have occurred in Gering Valley. These have caused 
millions of dollars of losses and damages in farm income, destruction of farm- 
land, injured crops, ruined roads and bridges, damages to irrigation facilities, 
and reduction of income to businesses and industry dependent upon agriculture. 
The whole valley is becoming an area of washed-out channels, deep side gullies, 
eroded fields, and silt-covered lands, which will destroy the income value of the 
entire farming area. 

After the disastrous flood of 1947, whihe flooded 4,200 acres of land and caused 
an estimated damage of nearly $1,500,000, this committee ordered an investigation 
by the Corps of Engineers. After several years of study, the Corps of Engineers 
recommended that the general comprehensive plan for flood control in the Mis- 
souri River Basin be modified to include a project for local flood protection in 
the Gering Valley. This project was recommended by the Governor of Nebraska 
in 1954, and was endorsed by the Mississippi Valley Association, Nebraska Recla- 
mation Association, and the Nebraska Irrigation Association. 

Local interests were informed of the recommendations and were invited to sub- 
mit additional information to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 
Numerous communications were received, all endorsing the proposed plan, and 
local interests have indicated their willingness and ability to meet the stipulated 
requirements of local cooperation. 

With the exception of 2 years, there have been floods in the Gering Valley 
every year since 1947. Following each of them, extensive repairs, costing large 
sums of money, have been paid for locally. In addition, heavy obligations have 
been incurred to overcome the damages caused by these floods throughout the 
year. However, the finances of the farmers and other people in this area do not 
permit full-scale replacement. So erosion and other natural consequences of 
floods in this valley are rapidly getting worse and worse with each ensuing flood. 

A few days ago the secretary of the Gering-Fort Laramie Irrigation District 
wired me that another flood occurred in the Gering Valley July 2 of this year, 
causing an estimated damage of over $200,000 to drains and structures, and a 
crop damage of $50,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe this project is highly meritorious and should be in- 
cluded in the omnibus flood-control bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL T. CURTIS, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL T. CurRTIS RELATIVE TO THE GERING VALLEY FLOop- 
CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear here and state that I am 
in favor of the inclusion in the flood-contro] bill of the project for the Gering 
Valley in Nebraska. This is part of the Missouri River system and this project is 
a modification of the Missouri River program. 

This valley is one of Nebraska’s very important agricultural areas. It is an 
irrigated section. That area has suffered from floods throughout the years and 
particularly since the disastrous flood of 1947. It is a needed project. It is my 
understanding that it is approved by not only the Army engineers, but the Bureau 
of the Budget, the agencies to which it is referred, and the States involved. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a large project. I understand that the construction 
costs are $1,056,000. The local interests will provide the right-of-way at a cost 
of $48,500, and other protective and conservation work running into almost one- 
third of a million dollars will be borne by local interests. 

Mr. Chairman, the floods in this area are a recurring matter. They come prac- 
tically every year. I am convinced that if this very modest project can be au- 
thorized and constructed that it will be in the public interest, in fact, it would be 
a serious mistake to not provide this needed flood protection. I hope it can be 
incorporated in the pending bill. 


Senator Kerr. I am going to suggest that we go ahead with the hear- 


ings on these projects from witnesses other than the engineers, with the 
thought in mind that at some point in the hearing we could hear the 
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engineers in a continuous discussion of the various projects, rather 
than to have them make it piecemeal, and tien the reporter could put 
into the record the remarks of the engineers pertinent to each project 
at the space in the record where other evidence with reference to each 
project is contained. 

Is there objection to that procedure ? 

(There was no response. ) 

Are there other statements relative to the Platte River, Mitchell, and 
Gering Valleys project ? 

(Synopsis of the above project is as follows:) 


GERING AND MITCHELL VALLEYS, NEBR. 


(Not printed ) 


Location.—Gering and Mitchell Valleys are located in western extremity of 
the Nebraska Panhandle near Scottsbluff, Nebr. 

Report authorized by.—Senate Public Works Committee resolution, October 8, 
1948. 

Evisting project.—There are no existing Corps of Engineers flood-control proj- 
ects. Gering drain in Gering Valley was constructed in 1922-25 by the Bureau of 
Reclamation in cooperation with the Gering Irrigation District as a part of Fort 
Laramie Canal system to provide an outlet to the river for irrigation waste water 
and for surface runoff. Local interests in cooperation with State and Federal 
agencies in 1954 completed installation of two small detention basins and other 
improvements to control erosion and reduce storm runoff in Brown’s Canyon of 
Mitchell Valley. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Four small detention reservoirs in 
canyons in Gering Valley, enlargement of the lower reaches of the Gering drain 
with adjacent low levees, grade-stabilization structures in the drain, reconstruc- 
tion of the Ostenberg chute, and alteration of 1 railroad bridge and 2 country 
road bridges. 


Estimated cost 














Federal Non-Federal Total 
| 
Project document (March 1953) .......--...------------------ $1, 056, 000 | $48, 500 $1, 104, 500 
SN RII FON on oo can neo cctnncnanancn es ied 1, 214, 000 | 


56,000 | 1,270, 000 


Local cooperation.—Provide without cost to Federal Government all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way required for all work, including dams and reser- 
voirs; maintain and operate all work after completion; accomplish new bhigh- 
way bridge construction and alterations except raising, which would be done 
at Federal expense, and all relocations required. Also, undertake complementary 
program consisting of lining approximately 2 miles of Fort Laramie irrigation 
canal with asphaltic membrane, improvement of 5 miles of lateral canals with 
steel and concrete pipe, improvement of existing irrigation and cropping prac- 
tices, and establishment of willow growth in drains to prevent erosion damage. 


Project economics 


| 





| 
| Project doc- | Current 

ument 
SS —_ —— oe ware — — 
pO ee ee ee eos $42, 500 | $48, 800 
Annual benefits: sal 
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—_——_______ | —__ —— 
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Senator Kerr. That takes us back to the agenda before us. If 
General Itschner would come before us and give us the benefit of his 
views on these projects of which we have had testimony. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, the first of these projects is the 
Gering-Mitchell project. Mr. Joseph R. Brennan. 

Senator Kerr. Gentlemen, I am going to suggest in view of the fact 
that where other projects have no outside witnesses listed, that we 
have the Senators who are interested notified that we will hear them. 

Senator Hruska. It would be agreeable with me, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. That is Senators Sparkman and Hill, and Senator 
Hickenlooper. 

Again, your name? 

Mr. Brennan. Joseph R. Brennan. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH R. BRENNAN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, there 
are two matters before the committee in connection with the flood- 
protection project for the Gering and Mitchell Valleys in Nebraska. 

The first is the matter of the survey report which is a normal Corps 
of Engineers survey report similar to those on other projects which 
are before the committee. 

The second is a bill which would authorize the improvements recom- 
mended by the Chief of Engineers in the survey report. 

I will describe the project first and then make a few remarks about 
the bill, which is agreed to by the Department of the Army and the 
Bureau of the Budget with some minor technical amendments or 
suggested changes. 

The location of this project is shown on this vicinity map, in the 
west central part of Nebraska, and the drainage area is a tributary 
to the North Platte River, which flows in an easterly direction. The 
town of Scottsbluff is across the North Platte River from the drainage 
basin under consideration. 

The Gering drainage basin is shown on the lower half of the map 
and Mitchell Valley, somewhat smaller, shown in the upper half. 

The population of Scottsbluff is 12,800, and of the small town of 
Gering, which is located in the lower part of the basin, 3,800. About 
half the total population, or 7,500, is rural. 

The drainage arises from the mountains to the south of the valley, 
flows in a very rapid fashion out of the canyon mouths, and across 
the flat, very intensely cultivated agricultural areas, following gen- 
erally the lines of these drains as shown on the map, and eventually 
flowing into the North Platte River [indicating]. 

The flood problem arises from the high intensity of the rains and 
the flashy nature of the floods. The rains may occur and the floods 
happen in periods of as little as 1 hour up to a total of 6 hours. The 
various plans of improvement have been investigated by the Corps of 
Engineers and the one found most feasible is the combination of four 
small detention basins shown at these points marked “A” on the map, 
and channel improvements. 

The channel improvements would be along the canals and would 
include concrete drop structures and improvement of certain of the 
channels downstream as far as the mouth. There are no flood-control 








RIVERS AND HARBORS-——-FLOOD CONTROL 29 


improvements there now and these would constitute entirely new flood- 
control improvements. 

The flood damages have been rather considerable in the pont The 
maximum flood of record occurred in June 1947 and caused a total of 
almost $114 million; a smaller flood in 1948 caused a damage of about 
one-quarter of a million dollars. 

The total cost of the plan as given in the report is $1,104,500. Those 
prices are based on March 1953 price levels, and they have been 
brought up to date for purpose of this testimony, so that the present 
total cost is $1,270,000, of which $1,214,000 would be Federal and 
$56,000 would be local cost for lands, rights-of-way, and various loca- 
tions. 

Senator Kerr. Now, that is the local participation would consist 
only of rights-of-way and easements and contributions of that nature. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. The entire local contribution is in the 
form of lands and rights-of-way and easements. 

Senator Kerr. You heard the testimony this morning of the wit- 
nesses from Connecticut. Are the local costs contemplated in the 
statement you have just made similar to those that were referred to 
by the witnesses from Connecticut ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; it so happens that in this project, because 
of the small nature of the reservoirs, and the fact that the protection 
they provide is entirely local, the Corps of Engineers has recom- 
mended that the lands and rights-of-way for the reservoirs be a part of 
the local contribution. 

Senator Kerr. Well, to what degree is that a departure from the 
traditional policy of the Corps of Engineers with reference to flood- 
control projects ? 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, it is a relatively infrequent instance 
where the Chief of Engineers has recommended that lands and rights- 
of-way be borne by local interests in reservoir areas. In my memory, 
there were 2 projects in the 1954 act—2 small reservoirs. There is 
one small reservoir in the present omnibus bill, as reported out by the 
House committee, which requires local interests to contribute lands 
and easements for reservoirs. 

Senator Kerr. Well, it it a correct statement of fact to say that, 
in principle, the recommendations for local contributions in this 
project would be similar to local contributions suggested for the Con- 
necticut projects ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; the principles in both cases would apply 
equally to this project as to the Connecticut. 

Senator Kerr. The fact that the cost in the Connecticut projects 
would be so much greater is not by reason of difference in principles, 
but by reason of the difference in value of the area to be contributed ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir; the value of the lands to be taken 
for these reservoirs is relatively low. 

Senator Kerr. But the principle is the same ? 

Mr. Brennan. The principle is the same. 

Senator Busu. What is the approximate capacity of these four 
dams each, how many acre-feet are they ? 

Mr. BreNNAN. Quite small, sir; all under 5,000 acre-feet. They 
range from 1,400 acre-feet up to about 3,500 acre-feet. 

Senator Busy. What is the larger one? 
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Mr. Brennan. About 3,500; all very small. 

Senator Kerr. As far as the chairman is concerned, he is just as 
much against the principles and precedent. 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, may I correct my statement I made 
about the capacity? That 3,500 is closer to the total. The exact 
figures, 1 is 830 acre-feet, 1 is 790 acre-feet, 1 is 747 acre-feet, and 
1 is 1,470 acre-feet. That is the largest. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Brennan; is there further state- 
ment ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; just a statement as to the economics and a 
brief statement on the bill, sir. The annual charges revised are 
$48,800, the average annual benefits are $89.600, which | gives a benefit- 
cost ratio of 1.84. The report was submitted to the State of so 
braska, to the Department of the Interior, and Department of Agr 
culture. The State of Nebraska concurred, and pointed out that ire 
was complete agreement with local people in this project. 

The Department of Interior had several minor technical points 
which we in our answer explained could be taken up during the design 
stage. 

The Department of Agriculture stated that more local participation, 
in their opinion, should be required, and that the four small reservoirs 
should not be undertaken without appropriate prior planning and 
installation of soil-conservation measures on land above them. 

Senator Kerr. May I ask, at this point, if the building of these 
reservoirs would in any way interfere with supplemental soil con- 
servation programing ¢ and planning? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir; in our opinion there would be no inter- 
ference whatsoever. 

Senator Krrr. And if there were any relationship between the two, 
the building of them would make a contribution of sum total of the 
program rather than an interference? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. And those points 
generally are those which we felt justified construction of the plan at 
this time. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Brennan, how far is it from the structure that 
is at the top part of the map there, of those four, over to the divide on 
the west of it? 

Mr. Brennan. That, sir, is approximately 2 miles. It is 16 miles 
from this divide here [indicating] down to the North Platte River. 
So it is about 2 miles to the divide. 

Senator Hruska. Second structure from the top, the distance is even 
less to the divide ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is even closer to the divide. 

Senator Hruska. What I am driving at, the amount of farmland 
which would be susceptible to treatment is relatively insignificant; 
is it not? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Further questions? 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, would you like me to make a state- 
ment about the bill itself, which has several minor suggestions made 
by the Department of Army with respect to clarification and revision? 

Senator Kerr. If there are any suggestions in principle, we would be 
glad to have them. If they are technical details, I would think we can 
take care of that after we have acted on the bill. 
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Would you agree with that, Senator Hruska ? 

Senator Hruska. I think that would be true as to any of these. 

Senator Kerr. Sure. 

Senator Sparkman has just come in. Senator Hill is coming in in 
a moment and shortly we will hear from them. 

The Grand River project, as Lansing, Mich., proposed by Senator 
McNamara. The Senator was unable to be here, but Mr. Robert Perin, 
his administrative assistant is here and do you have a statement for 
the Senator on this project ? 

Mr. Perrin. Yes, sir; I have a brief statement. 

Senator Kerr. I understand Congressman Hayworth from Michi- 
gan is here. We will hear from the Congressman first. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DON HAYWORTH, CONGRESSMAN FROM THE 
SIXTH DISTRICT, STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Hayworrn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I am here on exactly the same kind of mission as was Congress- 
man Miller. On July 15, 1947, just 9 years ago, Senator V andenber g 
introduced a resolution calling for the engineers to investigate the 
reliability of flood control on the Grand River. I remember distinc tly 
that flood, which had occurred a few months before that. It was one 
of the spectacular things that happened in Michigan while I have been 
there, since 1937. People came from miles and miles around to see the 
great extent of the damage that was being done in the high waters. 

Since that time, we have had never so serious a flood, but we have 
had floods that are doing a lot of damage, and just a few weeks ago I 
received from the city council of Lansing a statement that they would 
like to have me bring forcibly to the attention of my committee in 
the House the desirability of pushing this work. However, even 
though Senator Vandenberg introduced this, 9 years ago, nothing has 
actually come to Congress on the resolution until just a few days ago, 
and the final clearance from the Bureau of the Budget and from the 
Army engineers came after the omnibus bill had gone through the 
Rules Committee in the House. Therefore, I would like to have you 
consider, if you will, the insertion of this on ae Senate side, so that it 
can get into ‘legislation i in this Congress. 

I know we will be, as a Congress, fulfilling the desires of the people 
of our State if we can get this ready to go into building in the course 
of the next few years. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congressman Hayworth. 
Are there questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Kerr. If not, we will hear from Mr. Perin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAT McNAMARA, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, AS PRESENTED BY MR. PERIN 


Mr. Perry. Yes, sir. Senator McNamara was unavoidably de- 
tained in another committee meeting and has asked me to give this 
brief statement. 

As Congressman Hayworth has pointed out, the flooding of the 
Grand River and its tributaries in the Lansing, Mich., area has been an 
annual problem to the area for a good many years. 
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Probably the worst occasion was 1947, when the flooding of the 
Grand River and the Red Cedar River covered a total of 1,590 acres in 
the area, with damage to industrial, commercial and residential prop- 
erty estimated at $1,139,000. During this 1947 flood, some 2,500 per- 
sons were evacuated from the area. They could not return for several 
weeks. 

While that was a very severe flood, annual damage caused by flood- 
ing is estimated at $555,000. 

Because of the recurrent nature of this flooding, the project con- 
tained in the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated May 14, 1956, 
is a very worthwhile one. It should effectively curb the flooding and 
be of lasting benefit to the area. 

That is it. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Perin. Are there other 
witnesses in reference to the Grand River flood-control program at 
Lansing, Mich. ? 

( No response. ) 


We will include in the record at this point a statement by Senator 
Potter on this project. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHARLES E. POTTER 


I respectfully urge that the committee include in H. R. 12080, the omnibus 
rivers and harbors. flood control bill, authorization of the Grand River project 
at Lansing, Mich. 

Grand River, in southwest Michigan, has a watershed of 5,572 square miles. 
The river flows northerly to Lansing, thence northwesterly and westerly to Lake 
Michigan. At Lansing, in the upper portion of the basin, it is joined by Red 
Cedar River, one of its larger tributaries, which has a drainage area of 470 square 
miles. Floods on these two streams are responsible for the flood control problem 
in the Lansing area, where there are no existing Federal flood control works. 
Lansing and East Lansing had populations of 92,129 and 20,325, respectively, 
in 1950. 

The Grand River flood plain is intensively used by industrial, commercial and 
residential interests. The Corps of Engineers reports that along this reach, and 
downstream for about 5 miles beyond the city limits, the April 1947 flood covered 
550 acres and caused losses to urban development estimated at $355,600 based 
on 1954 price levels. Probable average annual losses in this reach are esti- 
mated at $170,000. 

Along the lower part of Red Cedar River floods damage important commercial, 
manufacturing, and residential developments including many buildings of Mich- 
igan State College. The April 1947 flood covered, in this area, 1,040 acres and 
caused losses to urban developments estimated at $783,700. Average annual 
losses in this same reach are estimated at $385,000, according to the Corps of 
Engineers. During the 1947 flood, about 2,500 people had to be evacuated from 
the flooded area, many not returning to their homes for several weeks. 

This project has been recommended by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors and has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.26. The development of this project 
will be a matter of good business practice for our Government, aside from the 
fact that it is urgently and critically required for safeguarding the lives, health, 
and property of the people in the area. 

I strongly urge the committee to act promptly and favorably in order that this 
project will be authorized during this session of Congress. 


Cuar.eEs E. Porter, United States Senator. 
GRAND River, Micu., LANSING AND VICINITY 
(Document not yet printed) 


Location.—The Grand River is located in the southern part of the Lower Penin- 
sula of Michigan and has a total length of about 220 miles from the headwaters 
to its mouth at Grand Haven on Lake Michigan. Lansing is located at mile 154. 
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Report authorized by.—Senate Committee on Public Works, resolution adopted 
July 15, 1947. 

Ezisting project.—None. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for about 6 miles of channel 
improvement of the Grand, about 5 miles of channel improvement of Red Cedar 
River, a tributary of Grand River, and about 6 miles of cutoff channel around 
the city of Lansing. Control works would be provided at the ends of the cutoff 
channel. 

Estimated cost 


Non-Federal | Total 





| 

Federal 
nanisttitesienitadisibigeaipiaitaniasitaliia uni a meter pERNNE aes . - | ann 
Project document (October 19: ~- a $9,097,000 | $2,869,000 | $11, 966, 000 
ree SD: Se Ree a PS ee eee 9,825,000 | 3, 098, 000 | 12, 923, 000 





Local cooperation.—Usual minimum requirements and in addition prevent en- 
croachments, construct new highway bridges, make all changes to utilities, streets 
and bridge approaches, maintain and operate diversion dam, and make a cash 
contribution equal to 2.9 percent of the Federal construction cost (presently 
estimated at $293,000). 


Project economics 





Project | Current 
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Annual benefits: 
a ae eeeenn ramionecale ae 535, 500 | 578, 300 
Including land use_......--..------- ppinalintiiemsgeecoeraai beni weed oaae 45, 370 | 49, 000 

_—E — 

ee Se EMRE) pe RE SURED ee eee) Soe See. Cech et Ot ee Oe ee Te 580, 870 a 627, 300 
eee. ee eee oa 1. 27 1 1. 27 


Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—Not received. 


Senator Kerr. Next we will hear the Corps of Engineers on Grand 
River at Lansing, Mich. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD MULLANEY, UNITED STATES CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS 


Mr. Mutianey. My name is Howard Mullaney, sir. 

This survey of the Grand River at Lansing, Mich., was submitted 
to the Congress by the Chief of Engineers on June 8, 1956. It is to be 
printed as Senate Document 182 of ‘the 84th C ongress. 

Lansing, Mich., is located in south central Michigan, about 80 
miles northwest of Detroit. It is in the upper Grand River Basin. 
The Grand River flows generally west from Lansing to Lake Michigan, 
at Grand Haven. Total drainage area of Grand River Basin is 5 yot2 
square miles, and the drainage area at Lansing is 1,230 aquare miles. 
The population of Lansing in 1950, was slightly over 92,000, that of 
East Lansing slightly over 20,000. 

The Red Cedar River flows ‘through Lansing, and joins the Grand 
River in downtown Lansing. Grand River flows in this direction 
| indicatin 

Sehdten tk ube: Flows east and comes back west ? 

Mr. Muttaney. That is right, sir. That fact is taken advantage of 
in the development of the final improvement. The final improvement 
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proposed would involve an extensive channel improvement in Red 
Cedar River down to its junction with the Grand River, and down the 
Grand River to this point [indicating] and at the same time, this 
bend in the river would be taken advantage of to divert a large part of 
the flood waters through this diversion canal. 

The plan is designed to handle a flood of 25,400 cubic feet per second 
which is somewhat greater than the maximum flood of record. Dur- 
ing a flood of that magnitude, some 13,000 cubic feet per second, or 
slightly more than 50 percent, would be diverted around the city 
through this diversion canal; and the channel improvement would be 
suflicient to handle the balance of the flood without damage. 

The project’s estimated cost is $12,923,000, based on January 1956 
prices, and the annual charges, including maintenance and operation, 
$496,010. 

This project would eliminate 95 percent of the annual flood damages 
that are suffered in the communities of Kast Lansing and Lansing. 
These are estimated at $578,300. In addition, there would be a slight 
benefit to increased land values along the river which is estimated at 
$49,000. This makes a total annual benefit of $627,300, and gives a 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.27. 

Local interests in connection with the project would be required to 
provide the usual items of cooperation, and in addition, to prescribe 
and enforce regulations to prevent encroachments on the improved 
channels, and to take care of certain highway bridge adjustments, 
street adjustments and utility adjustments in order to conform to 
the improved channels. 

The total allocation of costs between Federal and non-Federal 
interests would be $9,825,000, Federal costs ; $3,098,000 is the local cost. 
The latter figure includes a cash contribution of $293,000, and the 
balance is primarily for the bridge alterations that would be required. 

The city of Lansing and Ingham County have adopted resolutions 
approving the project and have indicated their agreement to assume 
their proportionate share of the local cost. 

The Corps of Engineers recommends the improvement subject to 
the items of cooperation that I have enumerated. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, sir. 

We will go to the Lake Erie flood-control program. 

I would like placed in the record a letter signed by Robert T. 
Stevens, Secretary of the Army, addressed to the chairman of this 
committee pertaining to S. 1203, and also a letter addressed to the 
chairman of this committee by Donald R. Belcher, Assistant Director, 
Bureau of the Budget. 

These, along with a copy of bill S. 1203, will be placed in the record 
at this time. 


(The letters referred to above and the bill are as follows:) 


[S. 1208, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize construction of certain flood-control improvements on Lake Erie 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the projects for protection of areas along 
the western shores of Lake Erie, Michigan and Ohio, from floods caused by fre- 
quent windstorms and from increases in the lake level of Lake Erie, are hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
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of Engineers in House Document Numbered 424, Highty-third Congress, second 
session, at an estimated cost of $1,900,000, the work to be prosecuted under the 
direction of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of 
Engineers. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act, 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
June 24, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of 
the Department of the Army with respect to S. 1203, S4th Congress, a bill to 
authorize construction of certain flood-control improvemelts on Lake Erie. 

The Department of the Army has no objection to the enactment of the above- 
mentioned bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the construction of flood-protection 
works on the shore of Lake Erie at Detroit Beach and Lakewood-Luna Pier, 
Mich., and Point Place, Toledo, Ohio, in accordance with the recommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers contained in House Document No. 424, 88d Congress, 
including among other conditions of local cooperation provisions that local in- 
terests contribute in cash certain percentages of the first costs of construction, 
the total of the contributions being estimated in the document at $159,700. 

You will note from House Document 424 that the Bureau of the Budget 
advised that there was no objection to the submission to Congress of the report 
contained in the document. However, your attention is invited to the view of Bud- 
get Bureau that it would be desirable for Congress to examine the extent, if any, 
to which the Federal Government would be justified in expanding its responsi- 
bilities for flood control to include inundation of property aggravated by or due 
to wind or tidal effects. That office stated that until Congress takes affirmative 
action to expand the policy enunciated in the Flood Control Act of 1936 to cover 
the type of projects recommended, authorization of the projects should.not be 
considered to be in accord with the program of the President. 

The total cost to the United States is estimated to be $1,894,000 for construction. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report, however that office maintains its previously stated views on the 
authorization of the specified improvements on Lake Erie and would not ree- 
ommend enactment of 8. 1203 in the absence of affirmative action by the Congress 
to expand the policy enunciated in the Flood Control Act of 1936. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., May $1, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CuairMAn: This is in reply to your letter of February 26, 1955, 
requestng the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 1203, a bill to authorize 
construction of certain flood-control improvements on Lake Erie. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the construction of flood-protection 
works on the shore of Lake Erie at Detroit Beach and Lakewood-Luna Pier, 
Mich., and Point Place, Toledo, Ohio, in accordance with the recommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers contained in House Document No. 424, 83d Congress, 
including among other conditions of local cooperation, provisions that local in- 
terests contribute in cash certain percentages of the first costs of construction, 
the total of the contributions being estimated in the document at $159,700. 

In commenting upon the report of the Chief of Engineers contained in House 
Document No. 424, 838d Congress, the Bureau of the Budget expressed the belief 
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that it would be desirable for the Congress, before authorizing these projects, 
to examine the extent, if any, to which the Federal Government would be justified 
in expending its responsibilities for flood control to cover inundation of property 
aggravated by or due to wind or tidal effects. The Bureau concluded that until 
the Congress takes affirmative action to expand the policy enunciated in the 
Flood Control Act of 1936 to cover this type of project, authorizatoin of the proj- 
ects should not be considered to be in accord with the program of the President. 

The Bureau of the Budget maintains its previously stated views on the 
authorization of the specified improvements on Lake Erie. Accordingly, in the 
absence of affirmative action by the Congress to expand the policy as stated, 
we would not recommend enactment of S. 1203. : 

Sincerely yours, 


DONALD R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 
Senator Kerr. Is this legislation sponsored by Senator McNamara? 
Mr. Perrin. I have another statement. 
Senator Kerr. All right, you may make it. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAT McNAMARA, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, AS PRESENTED BY MR. PERIN 


Mr. Pern. I realize that S. 1203, which would provide for dikes 
and other protective devices along the Lake Erie coast at the juncture 
of Michigan and Ohio, is in a sense a step into a new field of Federal 
flood-control projects. 

There is no question, I believe, that the project in itself is a good 
one. Flooding along the shore, caused by high lake levels and ag- 
gravated by wind and wave action, has long taken a toll in heavy 
property damage. The protective construction consisting of dikes 
and modification of drainage facilities outlined here would afford ef- 
fective protection in the area. 

The question, as raised by the Department of the Army and the 
Bureau of the Budget, is whether such a project constitutes an ex- 
pansion of the Federal Government’s accepted flood-control respon- 
sibility into the field of inundation of property due to tidal or wind 
effects. 

There seems to be no clear congressional policy on this issue, and I 
am hopeful that such a policy will be established. 

Certainly, the property and financial losses can be just as great, 
whether the damage is caused by actual flooding or by tidal or wind 
effects. Because the Great Lakes, and the problems created by the 
Great Lakes, are common to many States, it seems to me that the Con- 
gress could look favorably on such projects as contained in S. 1203. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, does this apply to private property, 
or is this publicly owned property that is to be protected ? 

Mr. Perry. I understand that most of it is private property, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Perin. 

Senator Hruska. Would that be true of Luna Pier; is that privately 
owned property ? 

Mr. Perr. itt Pier is—I am not too familiar with all the details, 
but I think that is a public and private operation. 

(Pertinent data on this project is as follows :) 
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WATER LEVELS OF THE GREAT LAKES 
DETROIT BEACH, MICH.; LAKEWOOD-LUNA PIER, MICH.; POINT PLACE, TOLEDO, OHIO 


(H. Doc, 424, 838d Cong., 2d sess.) 


Location.—Detroit Beach, Mich., Lakewood-Luna Pier, Mich., and Point Place, 
Ohio, are located at the west end of Lake Erie within 20 miles of each other. 
Detroit Beach is about 20 miles northerly of Toledo, Ohio. Lakewood-Luna Pier 
is about 10 miles northerly of Toledo, Ohio, and Point Place is the northerly 
suburb of Toledo, Ohio. 

Report authorized by.—House Committee on Public Works resolution, adopted 
June 26, 1952. 

Existing project.—None. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for local protection consisting 
of dikes, steel sheet-pile flood walls and additions to existing concrete walls to 
supplement flood-protection structures erected by local interests. Interior drain- 
age facilities are also recommended at the three locations. A navigation struc- 
ture at Lakewood-Luna Pier, Mich., is also a part of the protective works for 
that location. 

Estimated cost 


DOCUMENT (SEPTEMBER 1952) 
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Tiga me Gio 0 a ee ei 1, 126, 500 141, 200 | 1, 267, 700 
Polat Pitee.....-.---.--- 2. 5---L--nnnnnsnno-o---20enea----| 391. 600 59, 900 | 451, 500 
Ne eta ehte? 

NE nna eeocartuancesctshossocounees Peat renee 2, 104, 300 | 281, 900 | 2, 386, 200 


Local cooperation.—Usual minimum requirements; and construct or defray 
the cost of construction of the navigation structure and provide cash contribu- 
tions as follows: 

Detroit Beach, 8 percent, presently estimated at $50,900 

Lakewood-Luna Pier, 7 percent, presently estimated at $84,700 

Point Place, 11 percent, presently estimated at 548,400 
Provided further, That improvement at any locality can be undertaken inde- 
pendently of the others whenever funds for that purpose are made available 
and the prescribed local cooperation has been provided. 


Project economics 
DOCUMENT 


| 
| Annual benefits 
Annual | __| Benefit- 

















Locality | charges cost ratio 
Damages | Including | 
| | land use 
; ale Gibran yi baes Bag a ei 
| 

Detroit Beach.......--- sak aageakadeceweat -—epinoaoaaes | $23,400 | $28, 700 $5, 600 | 1.47 
Lakewood-Luna Pier__..._..--.----------------------- 43, 700 | 46, 700 7, 400 | 1.24 
PR oe cone. bated fails OE se 17, 800 | 17, 550 4, 900 | 1. 26 
a tec tlh line ld Salil lal a | 84, 900 | 92, 950 | 17, 900 | 131 
me TDIT. Yes CURRENT oie sy |) Bate MT 
Teme, fo) Soe Fis os. loti $27, 000 | $41, 400 | $6, 500 | 1:77 
Lakewood-Luna Pier-....-....------------------------- 50, 500 | 67, 300 | 8, 500 | 1. 50 
ee) eth ere Tecadehe clam iinetahal 20, 500 25, 300 5, 600 1.51 
Tetel. .......... slam wad lil see | 98, 000 | 134, 000 | 20, 600 | 1.58 
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Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of report 
to Congress but that, until Congress takes affirmative action to expand the policy 
enunciated in the Flood Control Act of 1936 to cover inundation of property 
aggravated by or due to wind or tidal effects, authorization of the project should 
not be considered in accord with the program of the President. 


PROJECT FOR PROTECTION OF AREAS ALONG THE WESTERN SHORES OF LAKE 
ERIE, MICHIGAN AND OHIO 


Senator Kerr. I have here a letter from Senator Potter with refer- 


ence to the project for protection of areas along the western shores of 
Lake Erie, Michigan and Ohio, 
(The letter follows:) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHARLES E. PorrTer 


I respectfully urge that the committee include authorization in H. R. 12080, the 
omnibus rivers and harbors flood-control bill, of projects for protection of areas 
along the western shores of Lake Erie, Michigan and Ohio, from floods caused 
by frequent windstorms and from increases in the lake level of Lake Erie in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Docu- 
ment No. 424, 83d Congress. 

Both these projects are on the west shore of Lake Erie, in Monroe County. 
They are located at communities known as Lakewood-Luna Pier and Detroit 
Beach-W oodland Beach, each of which comprises approximately 500 homes. 

In March 1952, those communities were devastated by floods caused by the 
high level of Lake Erie and strong northeasterly winds. At that time, Lake Erie 
reached its highest level of record. Damage at both points exceeded a half-mil- 
lion dollars. Detroit Beach was devastated, by repeated floods, the worst of 
which occurred on the above date when the lake level reached a high of 576.97, 
destroying most existing seawalls, flooding residential areas which housed 
hundreds of citizens, and causing an estimated $400,000 in damage to this beach 
alone. 

The reason for this record high level of Lake Erie is due to more than just 
natural causes. May I cite particularly the deepening of the St. Clair and 
Detroit River channels as at least one of those causative factors, thus placing at 
least a share of the responsibility on the Federal Government as the approving 
agency for the deepening of these channels. 

The lake level now is higher than recorded on a corresponding date in 1952. 
On December 29, 1954, Detroit Beach was again subjected to a storm of a severity, 
but not duration, equal to that of March 1942, during which the level of Lake 
Erie rose to within 2 inches of that of March 1952. The structures along the 
beach line were weakened and battered beyond repair, three major breakthroughs 
developed, and that area is now largely at the mercy of the lake should any storm 
of even moderate intensity develop. 

There are precedents for these projects. Such construction already has been 
authorized and completed in Lucas County, Ohio, along the shores of the same 
Lake, Lake Erie, known as Reno Beach. Howard Farms project was contained 
in the 1948 act. Another precedent was a proiect for flood control along Lake 
Ponchartrain in Jefferson Parish, La., in the 1946 act at a total cost of $1,230,000. 

The flood of 1952, to which I referred earlier, caused extensive damage at 
Estral Beach, Mich., also in Monroe County. Instead of ducking the issue, the 
Corps of Engineers immediately allocated over $250,000 from its emergency fund 
to repair dikes already in existence. 

After the flood in March 1952, the Public Works Committee of the House 
adopted a resolution on June 26, 1952, in which it instructed the Corps of En- 
gineers to make a study of the high levels of the Great Lakes. 

Included in that resolution and in other acts of Congress was this language: 
This study by the Corps of Engineers should be undertaken “with a view to deter- 
mining the property damage resulting from changes in levels of the Great Lakes 
and the feasibility of measures to prevent the recurrence of damage.” Similar 
language was used in the 1946 Flood Control Act and I believe that in adopting 
this language, the Congress was indicating its intent that flood-control measures 
could and should be undertaken in areas where the flood is caused or aggravated 
by wind or tidal effect, such as is the case with these projects. 











 _ WV Wy we va Vee ee 


cote WU mm OY = 


— 


MOAR D i «es 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 39 


The Corps of Army Engineers is of the opinion that the Monroe County, Mich., 
flood-control projects are authorized by existing law. They so testified before 
the Public Works Committees of the House and Senate, pointing out that Flood 
Control Acts from 1944 on authorized surveys of damage from wind or tidal 
effects. 

The need for these projects is critical and urgent. Failure to provide them 
promptly is courting disaster for the people and the property in the areas, and is 
poor economy for our Government. 

The Corps ot Engineers has recommended both projects as meritorious and 
deserving of construction. Again may I urge the committee to take prompt and 
favorable action to that these projects will be authorized during this session 
of Congress. 

Senator Kerr. General Itschner, with your very patient indulgence, 
we would like to go to the Lake Erie flood-control project. 

Major General Irscuner. We will have Mr. Brennan testify. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH R. BRENNAN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, while 
a map is being lowered, I would like to point out to you that in the 
1954 flood-control hearings on the omnibus bill, both by the House 
Public Works Committee and by the Senate Public Works Committee, 
this project was discussed. 

The project is a relatively simple one from an engineering stand- 
point, for the protection of lakefront property at three localities 
shown on this vicinity map at the west end of Lake Erie. 

The first area is called Detroit Beach; the second, Lakewood-Luna 
Pier, and the third, Point Place. All of these localities would be 
protected by a combined steel and earth dike, extending in the case of 
Detroit Beach, from the Sandy Creek area, along the lakefront, and 
tying into high ground at the north end. 

The length would be 3,520 feet, along the lakefront, and 6,050 feet 
along the flanks. 

The Lakewood-Luna Pier dike would extend from La Pointe drain, 
again along the lakefront, for 5,600 feet tying in at this end [indicat- 
ing]. The flank dikes would be 10,400 feet long. Point Place pro- 
tection is 3,895 feet long and extends along the lakefront of the com- 
munity, tying in to an existing wall. 

The cost of these projects on a current price basis totals $2,386,200, 
of which $667,000 is for Detroit Beach ; $1,267,700 for Lakewood-Luna 
Pier; and, finally, $451,500 for Point Place. 

The local contribution would be $80,800 at Detroit Beach, $141,200 
at Lakewood-Luna Pier, and $59,900 at Point Place. 

The benefit-cost ratios for each project are substantially above unity. 
For Detroit Beach, 1.77; for Lakewood-Luna Pier, 1.50; and for Point 
Place, 1.51. 

In commenting upon the report, the Bureau of the Budget took 
the position that this was an extension of the original 1936 Flood 
Control Act. 

Senator Kerr. May I interrupt there and ask if they took the posi- 
tion that this project would not be a proper right under the provi- 
sions of the Flood Control Act of 1936 and for it to be authorized would 
constitute an extension or enlargement of the specifications and coy- 
erage of the act, as written, and the practice of the Corps of Engineers 
in operating under the act ? 
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Mr. Brennan. That is precisely correct, Mr. Chairman, with the 
possible exception that the corps had recommended a single project 
of this type on Lake Erie previously, but that is the only one on the 
Great Ladies that constituted departure from the 1936 act from the 
budget viewpoint. 

The Bureau of the Budget, as you pointed out, felt that these proj- 
ects would be a departure and should not be authorized unless the 
Congress considered the whole matter of tidal and lake-level flooding 
and set up a policy which would permit projects of this type to be 
built. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Brennan, are there two factors involved, not 
only the matter of general policy, but also the ownership, whether 
public or private, of the localities involved / 

Mr. Brennan. The type of ownership, sir, I do not believe is a 
factor because the difference between public and private ownership 
applies to projects involving beach erosion, whereas these projects 
are all for the protection of residential and urban areas, which are 
both public and private property. 

Senator Hruska. Well, in beach erosion, is that not limited at 
the present time to public property ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. At the present time, the law does not per- 
mit Federal participation in the cost of protecting privately owned 
shores. 

Senator Hrusxa. That is the basis of my question, as to whether or 
not ownership here might be affected ? 

Mr. Brennan. I believe not, sir, because it is pure flooding. This 
is not damage to the shore itself, but rather damage inland from the 
high lake levels and strong winds causing an actual overflow, which 
is shown by these black lines here [indicating] in each case. So, 
the project, I think, is quite a bit different from beach erosion. 

Senator Hruska. I am not an engineer but I can see damage from 
water and water where it should not be and the same is true’in beach 
erosion. It might be from different sources but the factor is water 
where it should not be doing damage to property. What is the dif- 
ference? 

Mr. Brennan. Well, in beach erosion, sir, the currents actually 
cause an erosion of the beach. Normally, the water does not rise 
up and overflow inland property but merely erodes the beach itself. 
This type of flooding here occurs because the entire lake level is 
raised in a cyclical fluctuation and then strong winds cause water to 
flow over the private property. 

Now, on your point, the Bureau of the Budget did mention beach 
erosion in its comments and said that— 


This examination should include, among other things, consideration of the re- 
lationship between cost sharing on this type of work as against such programs 
as beach-erosion control. 


Senator Hruska. Now, can you clear up for the record the matter 
of ownership as to each of these localities? A little earlier in these 
hearings, that question was asked and we were told we would get 
some information on it from you. 

Mr. brennan. The ownership, sir, is mostly private. For example, 
in Detroit Beach, which is the first one shown here, there are 1,000 
residences affected in a total of 650 acres. 
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Senator Hruska. How many of those are directly on the water- 
front 

Mr. Brennan. Relatively few, sir, in comparison to the whole area. 
The area extends about three-quarters of a mile in this direction [in- 
dicating] and about perhaps a third of a mile back. 

Senator Hruska. When you say this direction, that is easterly and 
westerly ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. North and south, sir. This map is oriented so that 
north is to the right of the map. 

In the case of Point Place, there is a total of 150 acres and a total 
population of 1,200. In the case of Luna Pier, which was questioned 
earlier, Luna Pier is actually the name of the community. On Lake- 
wood-Luna Pier, it is 1,000 acres, and a population of 2,000. Those 
areas, of course, include streets and roads and other publicly owned 
parcels of land. 

Senator Hruska. Is erosion a factor in this situation? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir, erosion is not a primary factor. There is 
some erosion. The problem of eroding beaches is not a particularly 
important one in any of these three localities. 

Senator Hruska. So, in that respect, the residences which lie 
further back from the actual waterfront, would be affected approxi- 
mately the same as those which are directly on the waterfront ! 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Now, you referred to an authorization passed by 
the Congress, similar to this, and I wonder if the reference was the 
1948 authorization act and the project being for the protection of Reno 
Beach and adjacent area, Lucas, Ohio, from floods caused by frequent 
windstorms or from increases in the lake level of Lake Erie, as shown 
in the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
554, 80th Congress ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir, that was the project I was referring to. 

Senator Kerr. That was authorized. Has that project been car- 
ried out? Has there ever been any appropriation to implement that 
authorization ? 

Mr. Brennan. I do not believe so, sir, but I am having that checked 
now. 

(Information for the record :) 

The total cost of the Reno Beach project is $566,000, of which only $4,000 has 
been appropriated to date for planning. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

You may proceed now. 

Senator Hruska. Before we leave that, I would be interested in 
greater detail from the Bureau of the Budget on this particular 
measure. 

Senator Kerr. I would think that would be appropriate if we get to 
the point of including it. 

Senator Hruska. Very well. 

Senator Kerr. However, I think it might be well to ask the Bureau 
of the Budget if they would give us a specific communication on this. 
if they could do so by tomorrow. 

Senator Hruska, By way of preliminary consideration if we desire 
personal testimony. 

81980—56——4 
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Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Congressman Meader from Michigan was here yesterday, or was 
due here yesterday afternoon. Not that he was scheduled to appear 
here, but he wants to make a statement with reference to the Detroit 
Beach-Lakewood Luna Pier project at Detroit. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE MEADER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Meaver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to express my 
appreciation to the committee for hearing me at this time, so that I 
can get away to a committee meeting of my own. 

I have with me today Mr. John F. O’Leary, coordinator for the 
proposed seawall at Luna Pier, Mich., and Mr. T. E. Baxter, his as- 
sistant. 

I am going to be very brief and say, if I may, that if the Chair will 
permit, I would like to reserve the right to extend and revise a state- 
ment in the record; and I would like permission for Mr. O’Leary to 
present a statement on behalf of the committee, if that is possible. 

Senator Kerr. Very well, how much time would it take, Mr. 
O'Leary ? 

Mr. O’Leary. Approximately 5 minutes, Senator. 

Mr. Mraver. This project is along the western shore of Lake Erie, 
between Detroit and Toledo. 

Senator Kerr. The committee has seen pictures of the maps for 
the project. 

Mr. Meraper. That is good. All along there, Mr. Chairman, the 
water is very shallow, and when strong windstorms come from the 
east, as they did, for instance, in 1952, there are very severe floods. 

Asa result of that 1952 flood, the House Committee on Public Works 
ordered a study by the Corps of Engineers of the high-water levels of 
the Great Lakes and to recommend means for preventing damage. 

In 1954 that report was filed, and the Corps of Engineers recom- 
mended only 3 projects on the Great Lakes which are involved in this 
measure, 2 in my district, Lakewood-Luna Pier and Detroit Beach- 
Woodland Beach, and 1 in Toledo at Point Place. 

The difficulty has been that there has been an interpretation by the 
Budget Bureau of the Flood Control Act that lake projects were not 
eligible, but only river projects were eligible. 

[ introduced a bill in this Congress, H. R. 6651, which, in effect, 
would amend the Flood Control Act so as to remove any ambiguity 
as to the eligibility of lake projects, which in section 2 would authorize 
the projects which were recommended by the Corps of Engineers. 
The text of H. R. 6651 is as follows: 


[H. R. 6651, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To permit the construction of certain public works on the Great Lakes for flood 
control, and for protection from high water levels, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1 of the Act entitled “An Act 
authorizing the construction of certain public works on rivers and harbors for flood 
control, and for other purposes,” approved June 22, 1936, as amended (33 U. S. C., 
sec. 701a), is amended to read as follows: 
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“SECTION 1. (a) It is recognized that destructive floods and high water levels 
upon and along the rivers and other inland waterways of the United States, up- 
setting orderly processes and causing loss of life and property, including damage 
to lands and structures thereon, by erosion and inundation because of, or aggra- 
vated by, winds, waves, or changing water levels, and impairing and obstructing 
navigation, highways, railroads, and other chann Is of commerce between the 
States, constitute a menace to national welfare; that it is the sense of Congress 
that flood control on such rivers and inland waterways is a proper activity of 
the Federal Government in cooperation with States, their political subdivisions, 
and localities thereof; that investigations and improvements of such rivers and 
inland waterways, including watersheds thereof, for flood-control purposes are 
in the interest of the general welfare; that the Federal Government should im- 
prove or participate in the improvement of such rivers and inland waterways, 
including watersheds thereof, for flood-control purposes if the benefits to whom- 
soever they may accrue are in excess of the estimated costs, and if the lives 
and social security of people are otherwise adversely affected. 

“(b) As used in this Act the term ‘waterways’, the term ‘inland waterways’, 
and the term ‘navigable waters’, shall include the Great Lakes.” 

Sec. 2. The projects for protection of areas along the shores of Lake Erie 
are hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recomm«ndations 
of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 424, Highty-third Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,900,000. 

Similar legislation has been introduced by one of the Senators and 
a Member of the House. I know Senator Bender and Senator Potter 
have introduced similar bills, and there are others. I would just like 
to discuss briefly this legal technicality raised by the Budget Bureau. 

I believe the Corps of Engineers always thought that the Flood 
Control] Act covered lake projects. That is, they did until this tech- 
nicality was raised by the Budget Bureau. 

In this very flood of 1952, a : neighboring community, Estral Beach, 
Mich., was severely flooded, and the Corps of Engineers provided from 
its emergency fund, $250,000 for a strengthening of existing protective 
structures which was an evidence of their inter pretation of the Flood 
Control Act as being applicable to lake a 

The Budget Bureau says if you make lake projects eligible, you 
will open the door to projects all around the seacoast. I think it isa 
ridiculous claim. 

This survey of the Corps of Engineers found only three projects 
on the entire Great Lakes resulting from the high waters of 1952 
which were eligible, according to their criteria for flood-control relief ; 
so I think the bogeyman the Budget Bureau attempts to raise is with- 
out any reality and foundation in fact. 

But to remove this ambiguity, this strange inter pretation by the 
Budget Bureau for 3 years, T think, the committees of Congress should 
consider very serious y clarifying ‘the meaning of the Flood Control 

Act, so that these projects which are considered to be meritorious can 
be approved to provide protection for this very important, rapidly 
growing industrial community between Detroit and Toledo. Monroe 
is, of course, in the center of that area. 

"The projects total less than $2 million, including the contributions 
from the localities. 

I appeared before the Public Works Committees, of both the Senate 
and the House in the 83d Congress and discussed these projects in 
debate in the House of Representatives. On both the floor of the 
House and the Senate the members conceded, and have done so, that 
these were meritorious projects, and the only reason they were not put 
into the Food Control Act at that time was because they were lake 
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projects and the Budget Bureau objected to them as not being eligible 
under the Flood Control Act. 

These projects can’t be handled on a local basis. One of them would 
be 3,600 feet long in Detroit Beach-Woodland Beach, and the other 
one 5,600 feet long at Lakewood-Luna Pier. 

It is beyond. the capacity of the locality to construct such a struc- 
ture. It is on navigable water, and I think it is something the 
Federal Government should assume the responsibility for so that these 
communities can receive the protection from floods they need so badly. 

I appreciate the time that the committee has given me. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Meader. 

Mr. Meaver. Now I would like to introduce Mr. O’Leary, Mr. 
Chairman. 





STATEMENT OF JOHN F. O'LEARY, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF 
LUNA PIER COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION AND 
VILLAGE OF LAKEWOOD, OHIO 


Mr. O’Leary. In our area we have approximately 1,000 homes 
which have suffered from $1,000 to $1,500 damage each, due to annual 
high water levels. Waters race through our area with depths up to 
43 inches in various places, with a spray of 250 feet flooding homes, 
damaging septic tanks, and contaminating wells, Our grocery stores, 
post office, and various business concerns were forced to close after the 
March 22 storm, also our school. 

Until recently we had to hold weekly inoculations, too. These 
damaging storms now seem to be a weekly occurrence. The health of 
our people is in constant peril due to the filth and debris which be- 
comes thoroughly mixed with our high water, and when the waters 
recede, this filth is left deposited in our homes, wells, yards, and so 
forth. 

And, of course, it has been necessary for our children to plod through 
this mess as well as the adults, in the course of their daily affairs. 

According to the records we have had many major floods, and some 
almost comparable to the March 22 storm. 

I would like to state before this group that not only is our health in 
peril, but everything that we ever hope to have, everything that the 
majority of us, speaking of our homes, have to offer. 

At a meeting we had back a few months ago there was discussion 
as to the lowering of the lake, but the conclusion was that there was 
no known way except to put in structures such as are used for Lake 
Superior control and at the present time there was no way to lower 
Erie. 

There were two principal objections to that. The question of build- 
ing any structure out in a lake would be very, very expensive. It would 
require an exceedingly strong structure and with the heavy steel sheet 
piling we would have to use, it would cost a tremendous amount of 
money, and there still would not be the protection we need. 

As was pointed out by some people who spoke at the conference we 
held, our area is almost always flooded from the back during high 
water. A structure that is built out into the water would not keep 
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the lake level down, it might break the waves a little, and there would 
be less wave action in front; but it would not keep the lake level down 
and you would still have the water getting around in back and in the 
front, so that the only good it would be would be that it would be a 
little more quiet along the dike. 

There are many more things I could say, Mr. Chairman, but the 
nub of the matter is if we expect to survive, we are going to have to 
have some protection. 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. O’Leary has a scrapbook here of newspaper clip- 
pings referring to this problem. 

Senator Kerr. It would only be cumulative and Mr. O’leary has 
certainly made the position clear. However, that may be filed with 
the committee if you desire. 

Mr. Mraper. No, not if you feel you have the facts before you, Mr. 
Chairman, that will be fine. 

Senator Kerr. Are there witnesses here other than the Corps of 
Engineers on Oswego River project, Auburn, N. Y.? 

I understand Congressman Taber has a statement and each of the 
New York Senators wants to have a statement in the record and we will 
keep the record open for that and hear from the engineers at the same 
time we hear on the other projects for the agenda today. 

(Information received is as follows :) 


AUBURN, N. Y. 
(Report of Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, January 20, 1956) 


Location.—Auburn is located 25 miles west of Syracuse on Owasco Outlet, 144 
miles north of the foot of Owasco Lake. 

Report authorized by.—Senate Committee on Public Works resolution, Sep- 
tember 18, 1951. 

Existing project.—None. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for widening and deepening 
Owasco Outlet between Owasco Lake and a dam 1% miles downstream and for 
rehabilitation of outlet works in the dam. 


Estimated cost 





gon i aged 
Federal Non-Federal Total 

é ea aaa neat enamel 

SN I as nw deo angie amiinieinh $291, 000 | $59, 000 | $350, 000 

Revised report (January 1956) . .........------.----.--.------ 304, 600 | 61, 700 366, 300 


| 


Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal 
area; hold and save the United States free from damages; operate and 
maintain the work; rehabilitate dam ; make necessary bridge and utility altera- 
tions; prevent encroachments on channels and on storage area in Owasco Lake. 


Project economics 





1! 





| Survey | Revised 

| report report 
ec cmmheacebiapies | $14, 100 $14, 600 
Annual benefits, reduction of flood damages---___._.._._._____-..------_-.--- $20, 000 $20, 900 
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New YorkK Strate FLoop Controt CoMMISSION, 


Albany, N. Y., July 17, 1956. 
UNITED STATES SENATOR DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. CO. 
(Attention Mr. Theo W. Sneed, counsel.) 


Dear Str: This is a formal request of the New York State Flood Control Com- 
mission that the Senate Public Works Subcommittee considering an omnibus 
flood-control bill include for authorization: 


1. Projects recommended by Army engineers for the North Branch of 


the Susquehanna river pursuant to House Document No. 394, 84th Congress, 
2d session. 


2. The project recommended by Army engineers for protection of Auburn, 


N. Y., on Owasco outlet, Oswego River, pursuant to Senate Document No. 
1338, 84th Congress, 2d session. 


These projects have approval of the New York State Flood Control Commis- 
sion, official agency of the State in all flood-control matters. The Commission, 
in appearances before Army engineers and in formal letters, has urged that 


projects recommended in both documents be authorized for construction at the 
earliest practicable time. 


These projects are vitally needed for protection of important industrial areas 
of the State. Those recommended in the Susquehanna River report also will 
provide protection for agricultural lands bordering on the main stem and 
tributaries of the Susquehanna River in New York and Pennsylvania. 

The State is prepared to cooperate in prosecution of the projects in accord- 
ance with requirements recommended by Army engineers in both documents. 

It is my understanding that Senators Lehman and Ives are recommending, 
or have recommended, that these projects be authorized. 

Respectfully yours, 


Jerry W. Biack, Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Oswego River at Auburn, N. Y. 

Mr. Apams. Mr. Chairman, I am Harry Adams. The report on 
the Oswego River Basin was authorized by the Senate Public Works 
Committee resolution dated the 18th of September 1951. 

The Oswego River Basin is located in the central part of the New 
York State and includes the Finger Lakes area and drains into Lake 
Ontario. The flood problem concerns flood damages around Owasco 
Lake and in the outlet from Owasco Lake which flows through the 
town of Auburn, N. Y. 

Flood damages are generally proportioned about 40 percent around 
the lake and 60 percent in the town of Auburn. There.is an existing 
State dam which regulates the outflows from the lake located at this 

oint. 

The plan of improvement that is proposed would deepen and widen 
the outlet channel between the lake and the dam in order to be able 
to discharge waters at lower lake level, and for rehabilitation of the 
dam to increase its discharge capacity. 

The first cost of the project at January 1956 price levels is $366,300, 
of which $61,700 woth be paid by non-Federal interests. The an- 
nual benefits as shown on the pape 

Senator Kerr. The annual charges? 

Mr. Apams. The annual charges. They are at May 1955 price 
levels. At the current price levels, based on January 1956, the total 
annual charges would be $14,600. The annual benefits $20,900 and 
the benefit-cost ratio 1.4, the same as shown on this chart. 

There would be the usual requirements of local cooperation; lands, 
rights-of-way, spoil area, to operate and maintain the work, and non- 
Federal interests would be required to undertake the rehabilitation of 
the dam. That accounts for the costs chargeable to the local people. 
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The report has cleared the Bureau of the Budget. There is no 


objection. 
The State of New York concurs in the report. And the report was 


transmitted to Congress on the 22d of June 1956. 
That concludes my statement. 
Senator Kerr. Are there any questions ? 
Senator Hruska. No, sir. 


NORTH BRANCH SUSQUEHANNA RIVER, N. Y. AND PA. 


The record will show that there is a statement here from Senator 
Lehman with reference to the North Branch Susquehanna River pro}- 
ect in New York and Pennsylvania. ‘The statement will be received 
and included in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to above follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., July 16, 1956. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR DENNIS: I have been informed that your committee’s Subcommittee on 
Rivers and Harbors is currently holding hearings on two flood-control projects 
of deep interest to citizens of New York State. These are the flood-control proj- 
ects for Owasco outlet near Auburn, N. Y., and for the North Branch of the 
Susquehanna River, together with its tributaries. 

Flood control in each of these areas is most urgently needed. The vicinity 
around Auburn has been repeatedly inundated during the past year and I have 
received many urgent letters from local residents asking that appropriate con- 
trol measures be given a high priority. I most earnestly hope that your com- 
mittee will find it possible to include in the omnibus rivers and harbors bill 
that will soon be before you the authorization necessary for funds to be appro- 
priated and work commenced to protect the Auburn area. 

Measures to protect the upper Susquehanna Basin are of equally deep concern 
to me. In 1936 this basin was visited by extremely severe floods which took 32 
lives and did many millions of dollars worth of damage. There have been 
repeated floods since that time, of varying degrees of severity. The average 
annual cost of these floods has been on the order of magnitude of $22 million. 
Although some protective works have been constructed since the 1936 disaster, 
the general exposure to danger of this area remains extreme. Last summer, 
Hurricanes Connie and Diane missed the Susquehanna Basin by a mere 40 miles 
or so. Had their waters been loosed in the Susquehanna Basin instead of 40 
miles to the north and west, the toll in lives and property damage would un- 
doubtedly have been as great as, if not greater than, the devastation that was 
actually visited upon the areas which bore the full brunt. 

I sincerely hope, therefore, that your committee will also find it possible to 
include in the omnibus bill the necessary authorizations covering flood-control 
measures for this exposed region. 

I would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of the records of your 
committee. 

With kindest personal regards. 

HERBERT. 


NORTH BRANCH SUSQUEHANNA RIVER TRIBUTARIES, NEW YORK AND PENNSYLVANIA 


Location.—North Branch Susquehanna River is in south-central New York and 
northeastern Pennsylvania. 

Report authorized by.—Senate Committee on Commerce resolution, July 8, 
1942, and nine other authorizations. 

Existing project.—Provides for 17 local protection projects and 10 flood-control 
reservoirs. Fifteen local protection projects have been completed, one is under 
construction, and planning for construction of one is in progress. Four flood- 
control reservoirs have been built. 
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Plan of recommended improvement.—Three reservoirs in the Tioga River 
Basin on Cowanesque River, Crooked Creek, and Tioga River. Loca] protection 
at Nichols, N. Y., and Elkland, Pa., and channel improvement at Cortland, N. Y. 
Channel improvements have been completed at Cincinnatus and Sherburne under 
the snagging and clearing authority and at Conklin-Kirkwood under section 212, 
1950 Flood Control Act. 

Estimated cost 


| 





ee ee a” ee 
Federal | Non-Federal | Total 
Pee Ta ee 








I aia icant cal chase tin diecast ieamenerlateined $82, 130, 000 0 $82, 130, 000 
Local protection and channel improvement_-_--.-_-_-....------ | 2, 010, 000 $250, 000 2, 260, 000 
éts0 hdd emt ReaD EeE anes nameesoncs | 84,140,000 | 250, 000 84, 390, 000 
Current (January 1956): 
Reservoirs - idk cals aieatiatine ss onesie gy wiikn Meee OeEN Teeeaed 90, 340, 000 0 90, 340, 000 
Local protection and channel improvement-_-_-.-.......--- 2, 210, 000 275, 000 2, 485, 000 
er 





ee eta oe ee | 92, 550, 000 | 275,000 | 92, 825, 000 
| 


Local cooperation.—Required for local protection and channel improvement 
projects only. Furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold and save the 
United States free from damages; maintain and operate project; and prevent 
encroachments, 

Project economics 


| 


Project report} Current 





Annual! charges: 


0 a a a | $3, 052, 000 $3, 357, 000 
Local protection and channel improvement 92, 000 


a ae ae ote cla 102, 000 
Annual benefits: 
IC. Da 2 Pe oe rg ee) ee elt ag Be ek: el ie 4, 678, 000 5, 146, 000 
Local protection and channel improvement-_......................---.-- 174, 000 191, 000 
Benefit-cost ratio: 
NINN ooo oe ed ek Ed bd dee 1.53 1. 53 
Local protection and channel improvement_..................-....----- 1.88 1.88 


Senator Hruska. Now, General, on the North Branch, Susque- 
hanna River, New York and Pennsylvania. 
General Irscuner. Mr. John Murray will handle that. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN MURRAY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman, this concerns the North Branch of 
the Susquehanna River, located in south central New York State and 
north central Pennsylvania. The drainage area above Sunbury is 
11,300 square miles, of which about 5,000 are in New York and 6,300 
are in Pennsylvania. 

The report on this river basin was authorized by resolution of the 
Senate Commerce Committee on July 8, 1942, and there are nine other 
authorizations for the Chief of Engineer’s report. 

Severe floods occurring in July 1935, March 1936, and May 1946, 
together with certain lesser floods, caused damage of about $80 million 
since 1935. Should these floods recur the damage in dollars would 
far exceed this value due to the developments on the flood plains 
since that time. 

The plan of improvement recommended by the Chief of Engineers 
in his report of February 24, 1955, provides for 3 reservoirs in Penn- 
sylvania, 1 local protection project at Elkland, Pa., 1 local protection 
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project. at Nichols, N. Y., and a channel improvement project at Cort- 
faa N. Y. The three reservoirs are Tioga, on the Tioga River; 
Hammond, on Crooked Creek; and the Cowanesque project on the 
Cowanesque River. These reservoirs will provide about 225,000 acre- 
feet of storage for flood control in the Chemung River Valley which 
has available about 24,000 acre-feet of storage from the existing 
Almond and Arkport Reservoirs. These projects would reduce a 
flood such as that of May 1946 by about 8 feet at Corning and 514 
feet at Elmira. The May 1946 flood at these locations fully tested 
the local protection projects provided there and were within a foot of 
overtopping the dikes at these cities. 

The levee projects for Elkland and Nichols are both designed for 
floods exceeding the maximum that has occurred. ‘They would pre- 
vent damage of three quarters of a million dollars and $450,000, 
respectively, for the maximum floods of record at these two towns. 

The improvement recommended for Cortland, N. Y., provides for 
channel work on the Tioughnioga River and on the West Branch; and 
removal of a low mill dam at the confluence. Stage reductions would 
average 2 and 4 feet, respectively. 

The total cost of the reservoirs is $90,340,000. The total cost of 
local improvements is $2,485,000, of which $2,210,000 would be borne 
by the Federal Government. For these latter projects, local interests 
would be asked to furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way and 
hold and save the United States free from damage. 

The annual charges for the reservoirs are estimated at $3,357,000 
and for the local protection works at $101,700. 

The annual benefits are $5,145,600 for reservoirs and $191,400 for the 
local projects. 

For the reservoirs, the benefit-cost ratio is 1.53 ; for the local projects, 
it is 1.88. Each of the project is separately economically justified. 

The Bureau of the Budget has invited attention to the opposition 
expressed by local interests in Tioga County toward the recommended 
proposals and other authorized projects in the basin, and states that 
it would appear that the flood protection afforded by these reservoirs 
may never be realized. The Bureau believes Congress should be fully 
informed of this problem particularly as it affects the degree of pro- 
tection afforded by downstream local improvements. 

Senator Hruska. That is in the State of Pennsylvania ¢ 

Mr. Murray. The reservoirs are in the State of Pennsylvania. The 
river flows northward into New York and then eastward to join the 
North Branch at Athens. This is the Chemung River Valley on this 
side and the North Branch Valley on this side. The rivers join and 
flow southward at Athens, Pa. 

Senator Hruska. Opposition to which the Bureau of the Budget 
refers comes from the area south of New York-Pennsylvania line, and 
in the vicinity of the proposed location for Tioga Dam; is that correct ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir; Tioga County, Pa. These reservoirs, in 
addition to supplying flood control immediately below the reservoirs, 
would, in combination with the authorized system, reduce maximum 
floods as much as 6 feet at Towanda, and as much as 2 feet above 
Sunbury. 

Senator Hruska. What is the final recommendation of the Bureau 
of the Budget ? 
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Mr. Murray. The recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget 
was that there was no objection to submission of the report to the 
Congress. 

Senator Hruska. Does that conclude your statement? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Krrr. All right; were the Senators from New York noti- 
fied that they would have an opportunity to make a statement? Has 
either of them filed a statement 4 

Miss Porter. Only Senator Lehman. 

Senator Kerr. Is there proposed legislation before us with reference 
to this project ? 

Miss Porter. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I would say that we pass that until there is. What 
do you think ¢ 

Senator Hruska. I think the offices of the Senators should be con- 
tacted to affirm so that it will not go by default, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. That being the case, we will go to Connecticut. 

Connecticut River Basin and adjacent streams, Bridgeport Har- 
bor, Conn. 

Senator Bush, do you have a statement you would like to make 
on that ? 

Senator Busu. May I borrow the chairman’s list of witnesses ? 

Mr. Chairman, I will not make any statement at this time due to 
pressure of time, but I would like the committee to give us about 15 
minutes to present witnesses. 

Senator Krrr. You may have what time you require, and I will be 
glad to have you present your witnesses. 

Senator Busn. First witness, therefore, Mr. Chairman—and I 
thank you for that assurance—Mr. William S. Wi ise, the water com- 
missioner and director of all State flood activities in the State of 
Connecticut. Mr. William Wise. Come around, Mr. Wise. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. WISE, WATER COMMISSIONER AND 
DIRECTOR OF ALL STATE FLOOD ACTIVITIES IN THE STATE OF 
CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Wise. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, with your 
permission, I would like to receive for the record a statement from 
Governor Ribicoff and also a statement from the State flood control 
water policy commission, and to save time, I will not read them, but 
I would like to just make a few brief remarks. 

Senator Kerr. You may place those statements in the record and 
make such remarks as you care to. 

(The statements referred to above follow :) 


STATEMENT BY Gov. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, OF CONNECTICUT 


The changing weather pattern of the past 20 years has brought hurricanes and 
floods of steadily increasing violence to the State of Connecticut. This trend 
culminated with the floods of last autumn which the Army Corps of Engineers 
have described as “the most disastrous and most costly” in their experience. 
Included in this comparison was the floods in the valleys of the Mississippi, the 
Missouri, and all those rivers where the great disasters of the past have occurred. 

Here is what the 1955 floods cost Connecticut: 91 persons are known dead and 
12 others missing and presumed dead; 86,000 persons were unemployed; more 
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than 1,100 families were left homeless ; another 2,300 families were at least tem- 
porarily without shelter; nearly 20,000 families suffered flood damage; 67 of our 
169 towns were affected by the floods. 

The damage to individual property, to business, to industry, and to State and 
municipal facilities has been estimated at almost half a billion dollars. 

Thus Connecticut faces a critical situation which demands prompt and decisive 
action by the Congress of the United States. : 

The State of Connecticut has done much for itself. 

The Connecticut Legislature met in emergency flood session and authorized 
the spending of more than $73 million. This money is rebuilding town roads 
and bridges and State highways and bridges. It is reimbursing the local com- 
munities for tax losses which would have left them in crippling finanical con- 
dition. It is building public housing and guaranteeing low-interest, long-term 
housing mortgages for families which lost their homes in the floods. It is 
assisting in redevelopment so that from the wreckage of this disaster can rise 
a finer Connecticut than that which stood before the floods came. 

One community—the capital city of Hartford—was even authorized to sell up 
to $10 million in bonds to build protective works of its own. 

Connecticut is spending $1 million on flood-control projects. It is regulating 
flood hazards on dams and reservoirs. It is establishing stream encroachment 
limits on all waterways in Connecticut. It is undertaking a program of studies 
and control of shore erosion, and already has appropriated $2 million for this 
work. Our flood control and beach erosion projects represent a new approach 
to this problem from a State standpoint. 

In addition to all this, Connecticut people contributed more than $3 million to 
flood-relief funds. 

So you can see that the people of Connecticut are meeting the complex prob- 
lems facing them with courage, with determination, with faith in the future. 

But Connecticut also needs Federal help to protect it from future floods. The 
Federal Government, from both precedence and experience, has the responsibility 
for flood-control projects. In most instances, the control of floods in river valleys 
can be solved only by large and expensive projects. No State can carry by itself 
the full burden of flood protection—especially when its people, its business and 
industrial firms, and its communities have suffered such heavy losses. 

Connecticut doesn’t feel that it is coming to Washington today and making 
inordinate demands on the Federal Treasury. Connecticut has more than carried 
it share of the national taxation load and helped less fortunate States. In 
the last 10 years alone, Connecticut taxpayers poured almost nine billion dol- 
lars into the Federal Treasury. 

For every thousand dollars we have contributed in Federal taxes during the 
past 25 years, we have received back $49.92—-or about 40 percent as much as the 
rest of the country. Only one other State has had a smaller return. The maxi- 
mum figure for any State, by comparision, is $534.46. 

Now the time haS come when Connecticut needs sizable amounts of Federal 
funds to protect our homes, our loved ones, and our economic life. There should 
be no hesitancy about meeting these needs. 

We are here today to respectfully request this committee to include in the 
omnibus public works bill the following: 

(1) The authorization of a flood-control dam on the Mad River 2 miles 
above Winsted, Conn. The estimated cost is $5,970,000. 

(2) The authorization of the Hall Meadow Brook flood-control dam on 
the West Branch of the Naugatuck River 5 miles above Torrington, Conn. 
The estimated cost is $2,500,000. 

(3) The authorization of a flood-control dam on the East Branch of the 
Naugatuck River 1144 miles above Torrington, Conn. The estimated cost 
is $2,730,000. 

(4) The authorization for carrying out an urgently needed deepening of 
a main channel of Bridgeport Harbor and Burr Creek and Johnson’s 

reek. 

The flood-control projects are of such vital importance to Connecticut that 
if required by the Congress I am sure the State of Connecticut will be willing 
to make contributions to assure their quick completion. However, we respect- 
fully request this committee to reconsider the recommendation by the Army 
engineers that the non-Federal expenses in connection with the construction of 
these dams be set at the large sums of $390,000 for the Winsted Dam, $460,000 
for the Hall Meadow Brook Dam, and $890,000 for the dam on the East Branch 
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of the Naugatuck River. In view of the share of the Federal taxation load that 
Connecticut has carried over the years as outlined above, we feel that it is 
unfair to ask us to assume such a heavy burden for this vital regional 
protection. 

These dams are not local projects; they will afford protection for river valleys. 
The Winsted Dam will protect communities along the Mad and Still Rivers, as 
well as in the Farmington River Valley. The dams on the East and West 
Branches of the Naugatuck River will offer protection for Torrington, as well 
as the area below Torrington in the Naugatuck River Valley. 

It is imperative to the safety and well-being of the people of Winsted and 
Torrington and their surrounding areas that study, design, and construction of 
these flood-control dams be started as soon as possible. Both Winsted and 
Torrington suffered grievous blows in the flood of August 19, 1955. The loss 
of life was high, industrial and business operations were disrupted for extended 
periods, and the damage to public and private property was in the millions of 
dollars. These people must be given peace of mind and the assurance that the 
rebuilding they are doing will not be nullified by another great flood. The only 
way they can be given this peace of mind and reassurance is through Federal 
flood-control works. 

Had these dry dams which we are asking for today been in existence a year 
ago, the damage by the record August flood would have been reduced by at 
least 85 percent in both Winsted and Torrington. Damage also would have 
been reduced in the Farmington River Valley below Winsted and the Naugatuck 
River Valley below Torrington. 

The Bridgeport Harbor is a facility of key importance in the industrial 
economy of Connecticut. Bridgeport is one of the big industrial cities in Con- 
necticut and the East and is the center for vital defense work. More oil and 
lumber, which are so important to defense work, are received in Bridgeport 
Harbor than anywhere else in the State. Studies conducted by the Army engi- 
neers and the State water-policy and flood-control commission show that the 
deepening of this harbor is warranted and justified. 

We also support the improvements in Burr Creek and Johnson’s Creek. The 
work would consist of deepening the channel and the building of breakwaters, 
and would be of great benefit to small boats. 

The development of our harbors, to accommodate bigger vessels and to bring 
the fullest possible benefit to the State’s economy and to our people, is dependent 
on Federal assistance. 

In closing, it is important to understand the major role that Connecticut plays 
in the economy of the United States. We continue to lead the Nation in many 
important fields of industrial production, including jet aircraft engines, brass 
and copper products, ball bearings, firearms, silverware, and other diversified 
manufacturing. The State’s record of steady manufacturing employment ‘is 
among the best in the country. An industrial interruption in Connecticut has 
harmful effects throughout the Nation. 

What has to be realized is that one of the biggest beneficiaries in the continu- 
ous productivity of Connecticut is the United States Government. Federal in- 
come taxes take about 50 percent of the earnings of Connecticut firms. If flood 
destruction reduces the earning power of these companies, then the United States 
Treasury loses large amounts of tax revenues. When a flood disrupts industry, 
the Federal Government loses more than the earnings for that year. Such losses 
can be deducted from profits earned in other years, thus cutting into other than 
current tax revenue. 

So simple logic shows that flood-control projects help pay for themselves many 
times over. 

It is a sound business investment, therefore, for the United States Congress 
to authorize the flood-control dams and the harbor improvements Connecticut 
requests today. In addition to benefiting the people of Connecticut and the 
economy of Connecticut and the Nation, such appropriations help insure the 
steady flow of Federal tax revenue. 


STATEMENT OF THE NAUGATUCK VALLEY RIVER CONTROL COMMISSION 


The Naugatuck Valley River Control Commission is vitally concerned with 
flood control on the Naugatuck River and its tributaries and, because of this 
direct concern, wishes to amplify its previous statements to the New England 
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district of the Army engineers on the subject of flood-control measures cur- 
rently under consideration for the headwaters of the Naugatuck above Torring- 


ton. 
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE NAUGATUCK VALLEY CONTROL COMMISSION 


This commission was appointed in December 1955 by Governor Ribicoff under 
authority of Special Act 52 passed by the Connecticut General Assembly at its 
November-December 1955 special flood session. It is charged in the wording of 
the act to “study in all its aspects the problems of flood control in the Naugatuck 
River Valley, including the Naugatuck River and tributary and adjacent 
streams”; to “cooperate with and correlate its efforts with Federal and State 
agencies in the same field’; to “give all possible aid to the regional and munici- 
pal flood-control planning and redevelopment agencies”; and to “make recom- 
mendations to the Governor and the Connecticut General Assembly.” 

Members of the commission represent each of the 9 towns in the Naugatuck 
Valley and have a combined experience with the Naugatuck of 240 yeurs. Im- 
mediately after organization the Commission appointed, as its technical advis- 
ers, a group of engineers whose experience with the Naugatuck River in its nor- 
mal, freshet, and flood stages totals more than 175 years. Thus the commission 
and its staff represent a combined experience with the Naugatuck River of more 
than 415 years. 

HISTORY OF THE TORRINGTON DAMS PROJECT 


In March 1956 this commission forwarded to Governor Ribicoff an interim 
report on the problem of flood control on the Naugatuck River and tributaries 
and adjacent streams. This report contained certain specific recommendations 
for the Torrington reach, one of which was as follows: 

“It is recommended that the Army engineers furnish the city of Torrington 
with a permanent flood-control plan, including, if deemed advisable by them, a 
dry or multipurpose dam on both the East and West Branches of the Naugatuck 
River above the city.” 

Copies of this report were furnished the division engineer, New England divi- 
sion, Corps of Engineers. 

The division engineer of the New England division on May 31, 1956, fotwarded 
to the Chief of Engineers of the Department of the Army an interim report on 
review of survey, Housatonic River Basin, upper Naugatuck River above Tor- 
rington, Conn. In this report he recommends 2 flood-control reservoirs above 
Torrington, 1 on Hall Meadow Brook (West Branch) and the other on the East 
Branch of the Naugatuck. 


DAM AND BESERVOIR SPECIFICATIONS 


The Hall Meadow Brook Dam site, as recommended by the division engineer, 
would be located in the city of Torrington at a point 0.4 mile above the con- 
fluence of Hall Meadow Brook with the West Branch of the Naugatuck River 
about 5 miles above the center of Torrington. The reservoir, which would lie 
in the city of Torrington and the town of Goshen, would have a capacity of 
7,200 acre-feet, equal to 11.1 inches of runoff from the net drainage area served 
by the dam of 12.2 square miles. The project would be a so-called dry reservoir 
and would consist of a rolled earth-fill dam 55 feet high and 1,080 feet long. 

Estimated Federal first cost of the Hall Meadow Dam and Reservoir would 
be $1,960,000. In his report the district engineer raises the question of local 
interests providing lands, easements, and rights-of-way estimated to cost $460,000 
and maintaining the project after completion. Annual non-Federal charges, 
including loss of local taxes, are estimated at $29,000. 

The East Branch Dam site would be located in the city of Torrington 3.0 miles 
upstream from the confluence of the East and West Branches and about 2.5 
miles above the center of Torrington. The reservoir which would lie entirely 
within the city limits would have a flood-control storage capacity of 5,150 acre- 
feet, equal to 10.5 inches of runoff from the net drainage area of 9.3 square 
miles. The dam itself would be of rolled earth fill and would be 95 feet high and 
886 feet long. 

Estimated Federal first cost of the East Branch Dam and Reservoir would be 
$1,780,000. The district engineer here also raises the question of local interests 
providing lands, easements, and rights-of-way for the project and estimates this 
cost at $890,000. Annual charges if borne by the locality, including tax losses, 
would be $38,000. 
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DESIRABILITY OF THE DAMS 


The Naugatuck Valley River Control Commission wishes to emphasize at the 
outset that it agrees completely with the recommendations of the district engi- 
neer that flood-control dams and reservoirs be constructed on Hall Meadow 
Brook and the East Branch. In our report, Comments on the Report of Dam 
Studies Made Under the Direction of the Corps of Army Engineers on the Prin- 
cipal Tributaries of the Naugatuck River Basin, we strongly endorsed construc- 
tion of both dams. This endorsement followed detailed examination by the 
commission’s technical adyisory group. In a letter dated May 14, 1956, to the 
division engineer of the New England division the chairman of the commission 
stated the position of the commission as follows: 

“This commission * * * approves wholeheartedly the proposals which you have 
made in connection with the establishment of reservoirs on the West Branch 
(Hall Meadow) and the East Branch of the Naugatuck River at Torrington. 

“Approval of these reservoirs is based upon a detailed study of the proposals 
made by the engineering advisory group of the commission. We earnestly urge 
the early authorization and construction of these projects.” 

The full text of this letter is incorporated in the May 31, 1956, interim report 
of the office of the division engineer, New England division. 


COST RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


The commission also strongly recommends that the cost of these projects be 
borne by the Federal Government in the same manner as the Thomaston Dam, 
which has already been authorized. In his letter of May 14, cited above, the 
chairman of our commission stated: 

“It is the feeling of this commission, which has full knowledge of the financial 
status of the State and the municipalities, that the cost of these projects should 
be borne by the Federal Government.” 

The reasons for this opinion are based upon the firm precedent that costs of 
such projects are borne by the Federal Government when the benefits are general. 
We see no reason for departure from this long-established policy and practice. 

There is no question among those who have examined the proposals in detail 
that the flood-control effects of the dams will be felt in the entire valley north 
of the Thomaston Reservoir. In his report the district engineer also points out 
that in the larger floods “* * * the benefits would be realized downstream of 
the Thomaston Reservoir.” The Army engineers indicate that the presence 
of these reservoirs would increase the available storage at Thomaston by ap- 
proximately 19 percent. The 189,000 people who live and work in industry, 
agriculture, commerce, and the professions in the towns of Litchfield, Harwinton, 
Thomaston, Watertown, Waterbury, Middlebury, Naugatuck, Beacon Falls, Sey- 
mour, Oxford, Ansonia, and Derby to the south, will be greatly benefited by these 
dams in the event of a flood of the proportions of that of last August. 

A description of the topography of the Naugatuck Valley will help to illustrate 
why these dams will be of general benefit to the entire valley. The valley is only 
50 miles long, entirely located within the State of Connecticut. It is very nar- 
row, and the river has a total drainage area of only 312 square miles. It is 
steep and is susceptible to flash flooding. For example, in the area under con- 
sideration for these reservoirs the river falls approximately 900 feet in 13 miles. 
It is apparent therefore that flood control at the upper end of such a short, steep 
valley will have an effect throughout its entire length. 

There is no question that these dams are small in comparison to those con- 
structed by the Army engineers in other parts of the United States. We do 
not believe, however, that size should be a determining factor in the decision 
as to whether or not the costs of any given project should be borne by the Fed- 
eral Government. The Thomaston Dam is also small in comparison to the dams 
constructed or to be constructed on the larger rivers of the western United States. 

There is no question that the construction and maintenance of the Thomaston 
Dam by the Federal Government is a proper expenditure of Federal funds. It 
is of benefit to. the entire Naugatuck Valley. The dams above Torrington serve 
the Naugatuck Valley as a whole and should be authorized on the same basis 
as the Thomaston Dam. 


PREVIOUS CONTRIBUTIONS BY THE CITY OF TORRINGTON 


Another factor of great importance in determining whether to assess local 
interests for a portion of the cost of the dams and reservoirs, is the contribution 
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already made by the city of Torrington for flood control. Torrington is a city of 
some 28,000 inhabitants. During the August 1955 flood the city suffered losses 
of $22.4 million. An indication of the impact of this loss may be realized by 
comparison with the total tax reecipts of the city for the year ending August 31, 
1955. of only $2,453,648. Following the flood the city sought the assistance of 
the Army engineers in integrating a flood-control plan into the rehabilitation 
of the city. With the technical advice and assistance of the Army engineers the 
city has already expended $800,000 of its own money in land acquisition, removal 
of buildings, and river-channel enlargement in an effort to reduce the flood danger 
in the city. At the same time the city will be required to expend an additional 
$150,000 as its share of a redevelopment project. 

Addition of a capital investment of $1,350,000 and annual charges of $62,000 
would be a crushing financial blow to this city which has already made all the 
local contributions which should be expected of it. 


PREVIOUS CONTRIBUTIONS BY THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


The same may well be said of the State of Connecticut. We are aware that 
Governor Ribicoff is prepared to ask the State legislature for funds to provide 
the local contribution. He does not feel, however, nor do we believe that the 
State should be expected to furnish such a contribution. During the November. 
December special flood session the general assembly appropriated more than 
$33 million for flood reconstruction. In addition, bond issues of many more 
millions were authorized. One of these statutes authorized the State flood control 
and water policy commission to establish channel lines on all the rivers in the 
State and condemn if necessary structures lying within these lines. A prelimi- 
nary $1 million was authorized for this program, but it is anticipated that at 
least $40 million will eventually be required of the State. This money will have 
to be provided by the general assembly. There is also every indication that the 
cost of reconstruction of bridges so as to remove their potential hazard in floods 
will be substantially more than was appropriated by the last legislature. 

In conclusion, the Naugatuck Valley River Control Commission wishes to 
emphasize (1) the need for the rapid construction of the two reservoirs under 
consideration, (2) the fact that it hopes there will be no departure from the 
established policy and practice in Federal assumption of all costs of reservoir 
construction, (3) that it is fully persuaded that these dams will be of great 
benefit to the entire valley rather than to a single community. 

The commission takes this opportunity to thank your committee and the Con- 
gress generally for the support given us during the present session on matters 
of flood control. People of our valley have supported by their taxes flood-control 
projects in other sections of the country. We are therefore not ashamed to ask 
for this much-needed help at this time. 

Our commission’s jurisdiction does not extend to our neighbor Winsted, in the 
Farmington River Valley. However, we have full knowledge of the flood-control 
problems in that area and have followed developments there. We bespeak earnest 
consideration of the plea of the people of that valley for the establishment of 
the proposed dam at Winsted. We feel that the contentions which we have made 
in regard to the proposed dams at Torrington as to the need, the necessity for 
full Federal financing and benefits to the whole valley apply with equal force 
to Winsted and the Farmington Valley. 


MEMBERS OF THE NAUGATUCK VALLEY RIVER CONTROL COMMISSION, WATERBURY, CONN. 


Torrington: John H. Brooks, vice Seymour: Paul Pawlak 


chairman Ansonia: Lawson van Riper 
Thomaston: Thomas I. 8S. Boak Derby: Edward S. Coe 
Waterbury: C. L. Eyanson, chairman Shelton: Frederick M. Daley ; T. Mitch- 
Naugatuck: Willard E. Bittle ell Ford, secretary 


Beacon Falls: William P. Arnold 


TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP OF THE NAUGATUCK VALLEY RIVER CONTROL COMMISSION 


Torrington: Robert 8S. Storrs Naugatuck: L. A. Doherty 
Thomaston: Henry G. Hutchinson Naugatuck: C. R. Toothaker 
Thomaston: Clarence E. Pratt Ansonia: Howard M. Pritchard 
Waterbury: William F. Aylard Seymour: Stephen J. Zelle 
Waterbury: Thomas W. Colina Shelton: Alexander Sandomirsky 
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Mr. Wise. Governor Ribicoff, in his statement, briefly describes the 
unparallelled flood losses that Connecticut suffered last fall, and also 
the unprecedented appropriation the State legislature made in the 
sum of $73 million to assist these courageous victims in restoring 
and rebuilding their communities, and their industries, and they are 
all staggering under damages of a quarter of a billion dollars. 

He also discussed the State’s policy, and its program and its efforts 
in undertaking this tremendous task. 

We are here today, pleading for your favorable consideration, 
favorable action, and authorization of 3 flood-control projects in 2 
river valleys, that so seriously damaged 2 cities. 

One of the cities is the city of Winsted with a population of 10,000 
people. That city has an assessed valuation of $20 million, but 
the damages from one flood in August was $11,600,000. The damages 
were equivalent to more than 50 percent of the assessed valuation of 
that city. 

Now the Army engineers have recorded that it is feasible to build 
a flood-control dam above this city for a cost of $5,900,000, and that 
it is likely that if this dam had been built prior to the floods, it would 
have saved this city, this city and valley below, $15 million. 

Now the city of Torrington, has a population of 30,000 people, and 
an assessed valuation of just under $17 million, and they suffered a 
loss of over $13 million, or more than 50 percent of their assessed 
valuation. 

Senator Kerr. That is on the same river, Mr. Wise? 

Mr. Wise. Two different rivers. 

Senaber Kerr. I wonder if you would make that clear at this 
point? 


Mr. Wise. The city of Winsted is on the so-called Mad River which | 


is a tributary of the Connecticut River. And the city of Torrington, 
is on the Naugatuck River. 

The Army engineers, in their study, have found that it is feasible 
and practicable to build two dams above Torrington, one on the West 
Branch of the River, and the other on the East Branch. The total cost 
of these two dams is about $5,150,000. 

The Army engineers estimate that these two dams would protect, 
not only Torrington, but portions of the valley, Harwinton and Litch- 
field, are located and the damage in those valleys was $23 million, 
and if these dams had been built, the $20 million worth of damages 
would have been saved. 

Now, the Governor in his statement, and I would just like to read 
this portion of it: 

The flood-control projects are of such vital importance to Connecticut that if 
required by the Congress, I am sure the State of Connecticut will be willing to 
make contributions to assure their quick completion. 

However, we respectfully request this committee to reconsider the recom- 
mendations by the Army engineers that the non-Federal expenses in connection 
with the construction of these dams set at the large sum of $380,000 for the 
Winsted dam, $460,000 for the Hall Meadow Brook dam, and $890,000 for 
the dam on the East Branch of the Naugatuck River. 

In view of the share of the Federal taxation load that Connecticut has carried 


over the years as outlined above, we feel that it is unfair to ask us to assume 
such a heavy burden for this vital regional protection. 


In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, the committee, we believe that 
in the city of Torrington, in addition to absorbing the many millions of 
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dollars in damages, has allocated and authorized an expenditure of 
$800,000 to carry out preliminary flood-control work, and the city of 
Winsted has obligated and is going to obligate themselves to many 
thousands of dollars. That will be brought out later. 

In view of those tremendous expenditures, we feel that, or we plead 
with the committee to reconsider this local contribution, not that Con- 
necticut is opposed to local contributions. We have always heartily 
supported and have always generously contributed toward it willingly. 

In these particular cases, under the hards ships, we just plead for your 
consideration in this matter. 

There is one other matter and that is Bridgeport Harbor; Bridge- 
oe Harbor is one of the vital harbors in the State of Connecticut. 
Bridgeport, as you know, is one of the heavy industrial cities. And 
the needs for the development of this— 
the growing demands for the production that come in to Bridgeport, fuel, lum- 
ber, and so forth, is increasing tremendously, and the Army engineers have just 
reported out the recommendations that Bridgeport Harbor be improved by deep- 
ening the main channel and also by improving other smaller areus for smaller 
boats for commerce and pleasure. 

Now our study, the Flood Contre] Commission study, has indicated 
that an even greater improvement is necessary, feasib le, and warranted 
above what the Army engineers recommend, so, we would like to con- 
sider or feel that the recommendations of the Army engineers should 
constitute an absolute minimum mnprovement at this time. And, we 
plead for your favorable consideration in authorizing this project. 

Senator Busa. Mr. Chairman, might I just ask Mr. Wise this ques- 
tion. Isit not true that in your observation, that requirement of local 
participation in this kind of a project on the Mad River and at the 
Torrington point also, would constitute a departure from previous 
practice ? 

Mr. Wise. That is true. 

Senator BusH. As far as the engineers are concerned / 

Mr. Wiser. That is true. 

Senator Busu. And is it not also true, Littleville Reservoir, going 
ahead in Massachusetts, is going ahead without local participation 

Mr. Wisr. That is very true; yes, sir. And the statement announc- 
ing the Littleville Reservoir, states very plainly, at the bottom. “No 
local cooperation is required,” and that is a dam that is just the same 
size as dam in Winsted. 

Senator Hruska. No local cooperation is required. 

Senator BusH. I have no other. Thank you, Mr. Wise. 

The committee appreciates your time very much. 

I would like to ask Mayor William T. Carroll, of Torrington, to 
come up, and I would like Mr. Farnsworth, if he would, to come with 
Mayor Carroll. Would you come up, Mr. Farnsworth. 

Gentlemen, Mayor Carroll is the mayor of Torrington, 1 of 2 or 
hardest hit of the cities in 1955, and he did yeoman service for his 
people during that tragic period there. And Mr. Samuel Farnsworth 
represents the Naugatuck Valley a Control Commission. He 
will just have a wor d to say after Mr. Carroll testifies. 

Mayor Carroti. Thank you very much, Senator Bush. 

81980—56——_5 
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STATEMENT OF MAYOR WILLIAM T. CARROLL, OF 
TORRINGTON, CONN. 


Mr. Carrott. Mr. Chairman, distinguished Senators, my name is 
William T. Carroll, mayor of the city of Torrington. Mr. Wise has 
covered the needs pretty much of Torrington, Winsted, and Nauga- 
tuck Valley. I don’t want to sound repetitious, but I have prepared 
a brief statement, if I may. It will only take a moment to read it, 
and I am coming here today to represent the people actually of my 
city, to make an appeal for them, because the disaster we suffered 
August 18, 1955, is still keen in their memories. If I may. 

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for this opportunity to speak before 
your committee regarding pending legislation before the Congress 
that affects the future planning and development of my city and also 
the lives of my fellow citizens, and the residents of the Naugatuck 
River Valley. In submitting this brief, I cannot stress too strongly 
that the fate of the lives, the homes, and the property of many thou- 
sands of residents rest in the hands of this committee because it is here 
that decisions will be made which will affect drastically the welfare of 
Torrington and the surrounding area, particularly to the south. 

I say this, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Wise stressed the loss in dollars. I 
stress also the loss in lives. We lost 8 lives in the city of Torrington, 
and we have recovered 7 bodies: still 1 body of a 6-year-old girl, the 
mother drowned with her, we have never recovered; so in Torrington 
there is that fear still. 

I am sure that this committee goes along with the sentiments I 
express. 

There is not a man, woman, or child living in Torrington today who 
is not aware of the significance of the actions which will take place 
right here. These ave the people who have given so much in personal 
sacrifice, unselfish actions, and heroic deeds. 

Tragic heartaches due to flood destruction in the loss of lives and 
property is still keen in their minds. Our actions and the actions 
of this committee will chart the future course of Torrington and our 
neighboring communities. The people under the leadership of its 
elected officials, also with the help of a great American, Brig. Gen. 
Robert Fleming and the Corps of United States Army Engineers; 
Val Peterson, National Civil Defense Director; Governor Ribicoff, all 
of our State agencies, the Red Cross, Salvation Army, United States 
Senator Prescott Bush, have helped the communities immensely. 
Their financial and technical assistance has enabled us to stage a 
remarkable recovery and the program is progressing rapidly. 

The flood has had a tremendous impact on the finances of the city 
and its taxpayers. 

In addition to the personal losses that our people suffered and had to 
pay for, the municipal losses have saddled them with an additional 
burden in taxes. 

It is my belief that the Federal Government should continue its 
effort to help Torrington by bearing all of the expenses incidental to 
the construction of the two dry dams on the East and West Branches 
of the Naugatuck River. 

Expenditure by the city of large sums of money to acquire land for 
the dams would put another serious drain on the taxpayers’ pocket- 
book. 
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The people of the city of Torrington have met a challenge and have 
forged ahead, spending hundreds of thousands of dollars to carry on 
the program recommended by the Corps of Army Engineers; to pro- 
tect ourselves against future floods. They also have great confidence 
in their elected representatives to believe that their requests for assist- 
ance will not fall on deaf ears. 

It is my earnest hope that your committee will contribute to their 
future welfare and prosperity by recommending to Congress that 
Federal funds be used to acquire the necessary lands for these 
projects. 

I understand that this is probably the first time that the Federal 
Government has requested the municipalities or communities to pur- 
chase lands where work was to be done. Again I hope that the Federal 
Government and this committee will see fit to recommend that the 
Federal Government assume the full cost of acquiring the properties, 
that it would really be a tremendous burden on the people of the 
community who suffered so terribly during the flood. 

I want to thank you again for giving me this opportunity of 
appearing before this committee and it has also been requested for 
governor to submit a brief. It is kind of lengthy. Mr. Wise has taken 
excerpts from it. 

And this Commission represents nine towns in Naugatuck Valley, 
and these men, are from all walks of life, they are industrial leaders, 
bankers, businessmen, vitally interested in maintaining our industries 
and business in Naugatuck Valley. 

We have contributed greatly to the defense of this country by prod- 
ucts that are manufactured in Naugatuck Valley. 

I will submit these briefs, if 1 may, Mr. Chairman, and have them 
placed in the record. 

Senator Kerr. That may be received for the record. 

Senator Busu. I was going to say, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Farnsworth 
came down with Mayor Carroll from Torrington. He specifically 
represents the Naugatuck Valley Flood Control Commission, and if he 
would say just a little, 1 am sure it would be appreciated. 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL FARNSWORTH, NAUGATUCK VALLEY 
FLOOD CONTROL COMMISSION 


Mr. Farnsworrn. Mr. Chairman, members of your committee, it 
has been my privilege to serve in Torrington, under Mayor Carroll, in 
the flood control commission. I have had close association with the 
Corps of Engineers for about 6 months, giving most of my time. 

My chief job is chairman of the board of Torrington Manufacturing 
Co., and, as such, I also represent all the manufacturers in that area. 
And all I can say, and want to say, is that we thoroughly endorse 
the program of the Corps of Engineers, and we anxiously await the 
answer as to what may be done about it. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, sir. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much, Mayor Carroll, and Mr. 
Farnsworth. 

Now I would like to call on Emile Ryan, of the Winsted, Conn., 
Flood Control Commission, and ask Mayor P. Francis Hicks to come 
forward with him, please. 
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Gentlemen of the committee, I may say you probably recall Winsted, 
Conn., was perhaps the hardest hit of any of our Connecticut cities, 
and these gentlemen here, during that tragic period, showed a remark- 
able resourcefulness in meeting this emergency, which just couldn’t be 
exaggerated as to the nature and danger of it, and the way it involved 
the lives and homes of so many people up there. 

So I am very happy to introduce the mayor to this committee, and 
Bud Ryan is going to speak for the Winsted Flood Control Commis- 
sion, and then perhaps Mayor Hicks will say a word or two. 


STATEMENT OF EMILE RYAN, ON BEHALF OF THE WINSTED 
FLOOD CONTROL COMMISSION 


Mr. Ryan. Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I have a 

statement I would like to put on file, sir, with your permission. 
Senator Kerr, Very good. We will make it a part of the record. 
(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE CITY OF WINSTED FLOOD AND EROSION Con TROL BoArD 


The fiood control and erosion control board of the city of Winsted was ap- 
pointed in November 1955 under authority of Connecticut Public Act 509, con- 
sisting of five members. The purpose of this body is to study conditions through- 
out the area which have a bearing on the flood-control situation, making recom- 
mendations for the purpose of adequately controlling the watershed areas in an 
effort to prevent a repetition of the disastrous floods of August 1955. 

The flood control board of the city of Winsted is vitally concerned with flood 
control on the Mad and Mill Rivers and Rugg Brook, and believes that a dry dam 
should be erected for the control of these streams and for the protection of the 
city. 

This situation has been carefully studied by the New England division of the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers. As a result of this study, they have 
recommended strongly that such a dry dam be built for the purpose of safe- 
guarding the city of Winsted. 

The dam would be located about 1 mile above Winsted on the Mad River and 
would provide a substantial reduction in flood heights on the Mad and Still Rivers. 
The dam itself would be 940 feet long and 168 feet high. It would have a capacity 
of 9,600 acre-feet, which is the equivalent of 10 inches of runoff from a drainage 
area of 18.1 square miles. The top of the dam would be at elevation 988 mean 
sea level and the spillway at elevation 973. 

Preliminary cost figures indicate that the structure would cost about $2,200,000 
to construct. Relocations would amount to about $700,000 and lands and dam- 
ages about $250,000. 

Based upon study figures given to the board by the Army Corps of Engineers, 
taking into consideration the amount of water which swept through the city 
of Winsted from the above-named rivers during the August 19, 1955, flood, it 
has been determined that, had a dry dam of the capacity of the proposed dry 
dam been in existence at that time, flood damage in Winsted would have been 
75 percent lower than actually resulted. 

A great proportion of the widespread flood damage in the Farmington River 
Valley area was directly traceable to the vast quantities of water arriving 
from the Winsted watershed area. Any water impounded by a Winsted area 
dry dam would have a tremendous bearing on flood-control programs in the 
Farmington River Valley since there is a direct relationship between the two 
areas. 

COST RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


The board strongly recommends that the cost of this project be borne by the 
Federal Government in the same manner as the Thomaston Dam which has al- 
ready been authorized. 

The reasons for this opinion are based upon the firm precedent that costs of such 
projects are borne by the Federal Government when the benefits are general. 
We see no reason for departure from this long established policy and practice. 
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Financial losses resulting from August 1955 flood in Winsted 


1. Public properiz..ang faciiitica....................-...... ae _ $2, 253, 190 
2. Private property and facilities__.___._._._____-__- / -__ 9 214.170 
83. Private institutions and churches_____--~-~- ih alee 52, 000 

TEI: OI scat aacatinalls deainteath as . 7 nial a ausemnie aa ae 


As a result of the flood, the city of Winsted lost $3,369,580 worth of taxable 
property, which equals 10 percent of the city’s grand list. 

It should be borne in mind when cousidering the date embodied in this state- 
ment that the only flood under discussion is the flood of August 19, 1955, and 
does not relate to other floods of recent years, such as September 1938, January 
1950, October 1955, which, although not as catastrophic in extent, nevertheless 
did considerable damage in this area. 


LOCAL PROJECTS NECESSARY AT THIS TIME 
As of this date, a number of projects are underway, all of which are of a 


required nature, and all of which must be paid for by the local government with 
no expectation of any financial aid from any outside source. 


ORSON «WOOO oa cee ae .____ $750, 000 
Municipal sewer construction_______..____..... whinstensad bid cutee . 400, 000 

Relocation of Highland Lake Stream (part of the local flood-control 
a a rl eg tees elisimicanrey srasipietaetioe ine ateaties _ 300, 000 
Houume peorect (initial cost) —.. le sacetesicig ees 50, 000 
I i aes Pee ee ne 8 SO a ee 


PROPOSED LOCAL PROJECT FOR NEAR FUTURE 


Relocation of sections of Mad River 

Easements and real estate acquisition therefore are estimated at $150,000. 

It can be readily seen from the above that the city of Winsted is committed 
to the expenditure of large sums of money from its own revenues and that, 
with such a prospect, the city is totally unable to undertake the financing from its 
own revenue sources of any such project as the proposed dry dam. 


BENEFICIAL EFFECTS OF THE DRY DAM UPON THE COMMUNITY 


The economy of the city of Winsted and its citizens is geared 100 percent to the 
industrial situation. The flood of August 19, 1955, completely destroyed, or 
terribly damaged, 11 manufacturing concerns. One concern never returned. 
The others, by incurring tremendous financial burdens, were able to resume 
their production. Needless to say, the prospect of future floods does not en- 
courage investors or manufacturers to put money into industry in Winsted under 
present conditions. 

The erection of a dry dam, as proposed, would result in an immediate upswing 
in the establishment and expansion of industry in this city. As an example, 
the industry which furnishes the largest payroll in the city of Winsted, following 
the flood, contemplated removing its entire operation to the Midwest. When the 
recommendation of the Army engineers for a dry dam was made public, this 
concern abandoned its plans for the move and started planning an expansion 
which would result in a doubling of its present facilities. This plant lies imme- 
diately east of the proposed site for the dam. What is true of the attitude of this 
particular industry can also be expected to apply to other manufacturers who 
might consider coming to Winsted. 

Perhaps it is unnecessary to point out one of the very important results in 
the rebirth of a large industrial economy in this city; but sight must not be 
lost of the fact that such a healthy economy will result in great tax revenues, 
not only to the city of Winsted, but to the State and Federal Governments, as well; 
thus, in a sense, helping to allay the cost of the dam. 


SUMMARY 


While the greater part of this statement has been devoted to the financial 
aspects of flood control, there is an even greater consideration that bespeaks the 
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necessity of a strong safeguarding of ever-present and unpredictable forces of 
Nature. 

In the 1955 flood, seven citizens of Winsted lost their lives to the raging 
torrents. Many more lives were lost in the Farmington River Valley, losses, 
again, directly traceable to water from this area. Unlike new tax sources which 
can be brought into being, these lives cannot be replaced. A fear psychosis has 
settled over the people of this area which is rekindled with each fall of rain. 
There is an overriding obligation on the part of civic and governmental leaders 
to protect the citizenry and to reinstill the peace of mind that is part of being 
an American. 

It is the considered opinion of this board that, from all points of view, it is 
necessary to erect the proposed dry dam in order to restore to this community 
and its neighbors freedom from dislocation of its economy and freedom from 
potential injury or loss of life. For reasons outlined in other parts of this 
statement, it is felt that this is a project whose costs should be borne by the 
Federal Government with the benefits resulting to all concerned. 


EMILE H. RYAN, Chairman. 
JosePH W. RosceEN, Necretary. 
P. Francis Hicks. 
ARTHUR W. Hayes. 
Ropert MorGan, 

Dated at Winsted, Conn., July 12, 1956. 

Mr. Ryan. I will make brief remarks, surrounding the statement, 
so as not to take too much time. I hope I never live again or as 
long to see a flood like August 19 in the city of Winsted nor the faces 
on the people who were the survivors of those who were lost in the 
flood, the many millions of dollars that were damaged, watching men, 
grown men with tears in their eyes as their life’s work went down 
the river before them. 

The future city of Winsted, economically, is definitely based on 
whether or not the Government sees fit to erect the so-called Mad 
River dry dam. The economics of the community is based entirely 
upon industry, the hope for the increasing amount of industry in the 
community, both with those who are there now, and the relocation 
of new industry, which is based entirely upon the creation of this 
Mad River dry dam. 

It is unrealistic to assume that anybody in a community of that 
size, after witnessing the flood of August 19, would even consider 
enlarging their own business. The community committments for 
the future are considerable. And any committments brought upon 
them by the Federal Government or the Corps of Engineers for 
participation in this dam would be at this time very very bad. 

Our assessed valuation was 50 percent loss. Our total income in 
taxes, is just a little bit more than what the real estate value would be 
in the dry dam area. I don’t mean by that that we are a poor area. 
We have done I think a very good job by pulling ourselves up by our 
own bootstraps. It is a little hard to appreciate what we have done 
ina year, but we have done a good job. Wedo need some help with the 
dry dam and with the help of the drv dam and with our own courage 
that I have seen, I am certain that the city of Winsted in 5 vears 
will be 25 years ahead of itself before the flood. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. 

Senator Busu. Thank you, Mr. Ryan. And Mayor Hicks, would 
you like to say a few words? We would like to hear from you, too. 
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STATEMENT OF P. FRANCIS HICKS 


Mr. Hicks. Thank you, Senator, and Mr. Chairman, and committee 
members. The statements that Mr. Ryan and the chairman of our 
Flood and Erosion Control Board have just filed with the committee 
undoubtedly will express the complete story as far as Winsted is 
concerned. However, I would like to bring out the fact that inasmuch 
as my community was perhaps the hardest hit in total area, that 
speaking for the residents of my community, I hope that your com- 
mittee will give us favorable consideration. 

Thank you. 

Senator KucHe.. What was your monetary loss in corporate area / 

Mr. Ryan. We had an entire business section for better than a 
mile just completely wiped out; 85 percent of our industry was hit. 

Senator Kucuen. Evaluation on that community or the amount of 
damage ¢ 

Senator Kerr. The amount of actual damage in excess of 50 per- 
cent of the assessed valuation. 

Mr. Ryan. $11,510,360. 

Senator Kerr. Actual damage to the total assessed valuation was 
something over $20 million. 

Mr. Ryan. A million and a half of Main Street completely de- 
stroyed, and that was where our business area was. Most of the 
factories in Winsted like many old New England communities, 7 
cause to many of the factories water power was essential, and 1 
appears from what you said in another year we are going back to it 
again. They were adjacent to these rivers. The elevation of one of 
our large lakes, in a matter of a quarter of a mile, goes from 885 to 
695, in elev: ation, in a short distance, where Winsted floodwaters were 
not of the midwestern type, of the rising waters, ours were of terrific 
turbulent type in a narrow area, and it moved, oh, bridges and beams. 
One particular beam I know that we weighed was 22 tons, and it 
moved it and practically tied it into a knot. The d: image was done, 
just ravaging. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman, I am glad Senator Kuchel asked 
that question. Of course what I say now is a matter of conjecture, 
I doubt that we have on the record any community which endured 
the destruction of such a high percentage of the assessed evaluation 
of that community. It is a rem: arkable figure that the Senator 
brought out there. 

Senator Marrry. Mr. Chairman, might I just ask: I am fully in 
sympathy. Have you given any consideration to a concrete trough, 
so that water can get through much more rapidly? That is what we 
have done in Johnstown, Pa., which had two, probably among the 
most destructive floods in America, and instead of dams, just simply 
a concrete trough, and we haven’t had any trouble now, since 1936. 
I am just making the suggestion. I want to help you. 

Mr. Ryan. We do have a projected plan on the so-called High Land 
Lake Stream on certain areas to put in high velocity concrete sluice 
troughs which handle a greater volume of water than natural earth or 
stone. That job, the town and city is committing roughly $350,000 of 
our own money which we don’t have yet. We w vill have to borrow it. 

We have to watch our bonded indebtedness, of course, and credit of 
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the community again will be based upon its ability to survive the 
future. 

Senator Busu. Of course, there has been work done on the river in 
the way of deepening it and widening it. 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir; there has been, Senator Bush, temporary work 
done by the Corps of Engineers, a most excellent job, considering time 
and elements they had to work with. 

Senator Martin. It is amazing what can be done about some things 
like that, that seem rather simple; the town of Brownsville, on the 
Monongahela River we were speaking about a moment ago, put in a 
project itself, I presume, it is away over 100 years ago, and it is right 
down in the river bottom, what we call in our country a river bottom, 
and they have not had any flood trouble whatsoever. 

Now, of course, the Monongahela River had been locked for com- 
mercial purposes, which helped them quite a little, but there are just 
a lot of things like that, when you build a dam, and do not misunder- 
stand, I am not objecting because we have to preserve our water, and 
yet at the same time, prevent floods, but a dam, takes many times a lot 
of very valuable real estate, very valuable. 

Mr. Ryan. In relation to that, if I may make another remark, Mr. 
Chairman, the folks in the area, that own small homes, there are 
about 27 in the area that this dam would impound, and they are just as 
anxious to have the creation of the dam as the folks downstream. To 
them it is just a matter of when it is going to happen. But the in- 
terest, all I can say is if the Federal Government would help us as 
much as we are helping ourselves, with our industry we will get the 
money back to you in the next 50 years in income taxes. 

Senator Kerr. The chairman is a believer in that principle. 

Mr. Ryan. Yes,sir. Thank you very much. 

Senator Busu. We are very grateful to both of you gentlemen from 
Winsted for coming down here. 

Mr. Chairman, I have one more witness, Mr. Martin J. Ryan, chair- 


man of the Port Development Commission, Bridgeport. Mr. Martin 
Ryan. 


STATEMENT OF MARTIN J. RYAN, CHAIRMAN, PORT 
DEVELOPMENT, BRIDGEPORT HARBOR 


Mr. Ryan. Mr. Chairman and committee members, I would like to 
supplement the remarks of Mr. Wise of the water policy commission. 
We bring in to Bridgeport Harbor about 200 big ships a year. They 
draw 29 feet to 31 feet. We have a 30-foot channel, which obviously 
means that we have to hold these ships out in Long Island Sound until 
the tide is on the make, or at the top of the tide. 

Now, I also happen to be the president of an oil company. We 
operate a public oil terminal with 70 million gallon storage. The 
cost of a T-2 tanker headed outside costs $2,500 a day. Now the T-2 
tanker is becoming obsolete. 

Senator Kerr. On account of it is too small / 

Mr. Ryan. That is right, sir. The Military Sea Transport Service 
has a trading program for 32,000-ton tankers which has a carrying 
capacity of 10 million gallons against 5 million of the T-2. So we are 
faced for the past 9 years of holding these ships on the outside at great 
expense. 
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Now the products carried by these ships are coal, oil, steel, and 
lumber, and incidentally, the dredging of the channel to 35 feet 1s not 
merely a local project. We ship lumber and oil to western Massa- 
chusetts, Long Island, New York, and we could have a great area. 
Therefore, we request that we get the 35-foot channel for the city of 
Bridgeport. 

Senator Marrin. What is it now / 

Mr. Ryan. 30-foot channel. Incident: ally, the power station of the 
United Illuminating Co. for the past year has been constructing a $14 
million plant whic h is going to require deep water. They will need 
every part of a 35-foot ‘channel. Another part of the project is for 
a breakwater in the Black Rock area, and small anchorage for small 
boats in the various streams. 

L appreciate very much the opportunity to be heard. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much, Mr. Ryan. I am sure 
committee appreciates your coming down to help us. 

Senator Marri. I would like to make this comment. This pattern 
of deepening the channel is not only beneficial to that local community, 
but to the whole eastern seaboard. I would just like to make that 
comment. That is a thing, Mr. Chairman, that I am afraid, and I 
am cautious about this statement, I am just afraid we have not set 
our sights high enough. Just in the last few months New York, 
Philadelphia, and Baltimore and all of the harbors on the east, are 
just having all sorts of trouble bringing these large ships in, the 
Kuropean ships. They are making them bigger all the time and that 
means it requires a deeper channel, : and it isa big problem confronting 
us. I hate to bring it up, because it is an enormous problem, but our 
country 1s growing so rapidly in so many different ways, that we have 
just those ‘big problems confronting us. We do not have to settle 
them today, but we, if we are going to make the right solution, we 
have to begin to think about them. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ryan. I might say that the Government has a program on now 
of taking in the 10- to 12-million-gallon ships. You have practically 
the same operating costs on hauling 10 mf#llion gallons as you have 
5 million gallons except for capital investment and those are for the 
coastwise ships. 

Senator Busou. Thank you very much, Mr. Ryan. 

That concludes the Connecticut witnesses. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. Now the other matters we have here 
were set for this afternoon. We may go ahead and get to them in a 
little while, but if we may have the indulgence of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, there are two matters which I would like for the committee to 
look at briefly. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. Senator Bush, I have been handed a statement from 
Senator Purtell with reference to the Connecticut projects. Would 
you like to insert this in the record at the appropriate place? 

Senator Busu. Yes; if the chairman approves. I certainly think 
it should be inserted at the appropriate place, following the testimony 
of the Connecticut witnesses. 
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(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM A. PURTELL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILLIAM A. PURTELL OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the opportunity to appear before 
you today to add my urgent plea to that of others interested not only in the 
welfare of the people of the New England area, and the State of Connecticut in 
particular, but in a great measure responsible for the well-being of those people. 

I do not propose to burden you with a recitation of a description of the 
projects under consideration or the technical details applying thereto. There 
are those who will testify, if they have not already done so, who are experts in 
their field, who have witnessed the ravages of the 1955 floods, who have studied 
the local situation, and who are authoritatively presenting their recommenda- 
tions for the modification of existing projects and their views with respect to 
new projects designed to plug the gaps in the proposed flood control system, 
which were disclosed by the 1955 disasters. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that you will lend a sympathetic ear to the recom- 
mendations offered here today and favorably act upon the proposed dams and 
other major projects included in the accelerated northeastern program. I ask 
that you also give serious consideration to the urgent need for small flood pro- 
tective works in our region. 

Needless to say, I also lend my support to the beach erosion control and 
harbor improvement items under consideration today. I hope that favorable 
action may be taken on all of the projects presented. 


TORRINGTON, CONN., July 14, 1956. 
Senator DENNIs CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR Str: In relation to the hearings that are scheduled to be held by your 
committee on the omnibus public works bill that includes flood projects in 
Connecticut, may we draw to your attention a matter both relevant and mate- 
rial which is as follows: 

The residents of the areas proposed for the dry dam flood projects in both 
the Hall Meadow and Newfield sections of Torrington are drawing up a petitien 
in opposition to the above projects. It is expected that 95 percent of the resi- 
dents will sign for the following reasons: 

1. The project is not necessary because the area is not flood prone. The 
August flood was the only one in memory of living man. 

2. The condemnation of hémes and farms will result in irreparable loss and 
hardship for which no amount of money can compensate. That is the way we 
feel about our land. 

3. Most of the areas below us spent a great deal of Federal money cleaning 
the channels of the river, condemning land and widening the river and com- 
pleting other projects for the protection of the lower part of the Naugatuck 
Valley. Besides that, there are areas that are uninhabited that are suitable 
for dry dams notably south of Torrington and north of Waterbury. 

4. Though we are approximately only 1 month away from the hurricane sea- 
son, none of the residents in Torrington or south of us plan to leave their homes. 
They regard the flood of last August a freak and not likely to be repeated. 

Yours very truly, 
THE SoutH CENTRAL PROPERTY OWNERS, 
PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, INC., 
CHARLES W. FOSTER. 
ALMA F. ANDERSON. 
WILHELMINE SPARROW. 


P. S.—We feel not only our right but a public duty to aid all people in the pro- 
tection of their homes which is one of the purposes of the articles in our cor- 
poration. 
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Senator Busu. I have a list of proposed amendments to H. R. 12080 
that I would like placed in the record. 
Senator Kerr. That will be done. 
(The matter referred to above is as follows:) 


ProrpoOsep AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 12080 


On page 19, in line 2, insert after the word “Massachusetts”, the following: 
“and construction of the Mad River Dam and Reservoir on the Mad River above 
Winsted, Connecticut.” 

On page 19, in line 3, after the word “Engineers”, strike out the period and 


insert the following: 

“: Provided, That the Federal Government shall acquire the necessary lands 
and rights-of-way and maintain and operate the projects after completion.” 

On page 19, after line 3, insert the following : 


“NAUGATUCK RIVER BASIN, CONNECTICUT 


“The projects for the flood-control dam and reservoir on Hall Meadow Brook 
in Torrington and Goshen, Connecticut, at an estimated cost of $2,430,000; and 
for the dam and reservoir on the East Branch of the Naugatuck River in Torring- 
ton, Connecticut, at an estimated cost of $2,670,000; are hereby authorized in 
accordance with the plans to be prepared by the Chief of Engineers: Provided, 
That the Federal Government shall acquire the necessary lands and rights-of-wa) 
and maintain and operate the projects after completion.” 

On page 2, insert following line 10: 

“Bridgeport Harbor, Connecticut : Report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, dated June 19, 1956, at an estimated cost of $2,076,000.” 

On page 15, insert following line 21: 

“Sachem’s Head Harbor at Guilford, Connecticut.” 

Senator Kerr. Connecticut River Basin and adjacent streams. 

Major General ItscHNner. Mr. Page will testify on this project. 


STATEMENT OF CARTER PAGE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Pace. Mr. Chairman, my name is Carter Page. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that these projects in Connecticut 
were investigated since the 1955 flood, and our New England group 
has worked ‘desperately trying to get these reports before the Con- 
gress, we do not have a map to show you these projects, but [ believe 
that the presents ition made by the representatives from Connecticut, 
and the cities of Winsted and Torrington, have given you a good pic- 
ture of the problem there. 

So, my statement I think can be very brief. I would like to con- 
firm what the representatives of Connecticut and these cities have 
said about the seriousness of this flood problem. I think they did 
not overstate the situation at all. I beheve that I can cover all of 
these projects in one statement. 

Torrington is located on the Naugatuck River in Naugatuck Valley 
in western Connecticut, a very highly industrialized area. There was 
$23 million worth of damage in the Torrington, Harwinton, and Litch- 
field area in 1955. Our plan for pr otection involves two reservoirs: 
One, Hall Meadow Brook Dam, and one on the East Branch of the 
Naugatuck, which join in the city of Torrington. 

The Hall Meadow Brook would be 55 feet high. The East Branch 
Dam, 95 feet. 
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Senator Kerr. Is there any power in either of them? 

Mr. Pace. No, sir, neither of these have power. They are both dry 
flood-control dams. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Page, if it will not interrupt you too much, the 


dry-dam business is where there is no permanent retention of water; 
is that correct ? 


Mr. Page. Yes, sir. 
Senator Kerr. Only flood-control pool with no continuing planning 
for power or municipal power or other purposes. 


Senator Hruska. Similar to the dams on the Miami River in the 
Ohio Valley? 


Mr. Pace. Almost identical. 

Senator Hruska. Simply the regulation of any excess water that 
might come along at any one time? 

Mr. Pace. That is right. They have no permanent pools at all. 

Senator Hruska. And one further thing, the lands above the dam 
are continued in use by the owners thereof. There are just flowage 
asements on them ? 

Mr. Pace. These dams would involve part flowage. I think that for 
lands above the 5- year flood frequency we would acquire flowage, under 


our present real- estate policy, below that level the land would be 
purchased in fee. 


Senator Hruska. Thank you. 

Mr. Pacr. The Hall Meadow Brook Dam has a capacity of 7,200 
acre-feet. The East Branch Dam would be somewhat smaller with 
a capacity of 4,100 acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. Which one is above Winsted ? 

Mr. Page. Both of these, sir, are above Torrington. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Mr. Pacer. I am speaking only of Torrington now. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Pace. The Hail Meadow Brook Dam will have a total cost of 
$2,420,000. The East Branch Dam will have a total cost of $2,670,000. 

Senator Kerr. Do those figures include cost of the reservoir site? 

Mr. Pace. They include total cost, the reservoir site is included. 

Both dams are well justified economically. There is a benefit-cost 
ratio of 2.4 for the Hall Meadow Brook Dam and a ratio of 1.3 for 
East Branch Dam and they are recommended in our report. 

I might say that these reports are still before the Board of Engi- 
neers of Rivers and Harbors for review. However, we felt that pres- 
ent stage of planning was quite adequate for us to testify on them 
before this committee. 

The recommendation of the division engineer is for construction of 
the dams with contribution of lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
by non-Federal interests and operation by non- Federal interests. 

Senator Kerr. May I ask at this point if that recommendation is 
based upon initiative by the Corps of Engineers as being consistent 
with the long-time policy of the corps or is ‘it the result of A-47 issued 
by the executive branch in December 1942 and subsequent records of 
the budget are consistent therewith or in addition thereto? 
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Mr. Pace. Senator Kerr, I do not believe that it was actually i 
fluenced to any extent by A-47. As you know, that involved local 
contribution where land-enhancement benefits were involved. That 
factor was not present here. 

Senator Kerr. What I am trying to find out is how it happened that 
the Corps of Engineers, if they, on their initiative, did make the 
recommendation of this rather large local participation in the cost 
of the project 4 

Mr. Page. I think I can explain that. 

Senator Kerr. V ery good. 

Mr. Pace. As Mr. Brennan pointed out previously, there have been 
2 number of cases where we have recommended reserviors, which we 
thought performed essentially the same function as local flood-protec- 
tion work or where they protected a fairly concentrated area 

Senator Krrr. I wonder if you would give us, for the record, a 
tabulation of those projects? 

Mr. Pace. We will be glad to furnish that, sir. I do not have it. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


List OF FLoop-CONTROL RESERVOIRS REQUIRING LOCAL COOPERATION 


Several flood-control reservoirs recommended or authorized for construction 
by the Corps of Engineers are alternatives to local-protection improvements, 
and require local interests to provide one or more of the standard items of 
cooperation required by law for local protection. These basic requirements 
are provision of lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including certain relo- 
cations when necessary, hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to the construction works, and operation and maintenance of the project after 
construction, Data on pertinent reservoirs follow : 
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Senator Kerr. Is it a fact that they constitute what might be de- 
scribed as an infinitesimal percentage of the total amount of flood- 
control work that has been done by the corps in the last 20 years‘ 

Mr. Page. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. What percent would the total cost of those projects 
be of the total flood-control operation or cost to the corps of the proj- 
ects that they have built in that time? 

Mr. Page. It will be very small, Senator. I should say, certainly, 
it is less than 1 percent. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, then, the projects with reference to 
which recommendation has been made for local participation, in the 
cost of the project, have a total value of probably less hen 1 percent 
of the total flood-control projects constructed by the corps ¢ 

Mr. Pace. Well, Senator, if you limit that to reservoirs for which 
we have required local cooperation of this kind; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

Senator Busn. That is a question I was going to raise. Really, the 
question at issue here involves reservoirs / 

Mr. Pace. That is correct. 

Senator Busu. And is there any precedent for the kind of local 
participation that is recommended here in connection with a reservoir 
for the purposes that these three reservoirs are proposed ? 

Mr. Pace. Yes, sir; there is. There have been precedents. We have 
made similar recommendations in other cases. 

Senator Kerr. I have asked him to put inte the record any prece- 
dents that exist. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. I offer that too, but I just had the impres- 
sion that it was almost unprecedent if not entirely unprecedent in a 
local case like this that local participation had been suggested. 

Senator Kerr. He has said there was precedent but that the total 
cost of the cases in which precedent could be found, similar to this, 
would be less than 1 percent of the cost of the construction by the 
corps for similar projects. 

Senator Busu. I heard him say that it was almost infinitesimal. I 
have not been able to find out any. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Page, had you completed your explanation 
as to why this computation for non-Federal contribution was used in 
this instance / 

Mr. Pace. There is one other factor which I think Senator Kerr 
mentioned, that is the passage of Public Law 566, which involves con- 
struction of relatively small reservoirs. Under our instructions to 
coordinate our work with that of the Department of Agriculture under 
Public Law 566, the Chief of Engineers issued instructions to his field 
officers that where we became involved in reservoirs of small size, we 
would try to secure somewhat similar cooperation as that required by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Senator Hruska. And is that pursuant to general policy as to all 
projects which you have worked out since the passage of Public Law 
66 ¢ 

Mr. Page. We are following that policy and have followed it since 
the passage of 566. 

Senator Kerr. Now, if the Congress repeals that part of Public 
Law 566, then that basis for the policy would be gone; would it 
not ? 
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Mr. Pace. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hruska. And in Public Law 566, however, as the amend- 
ment now pending before this committee, there is no repeal of that 
particular part. In fact, there isa reaffirmation thereof. 

Senator Kerr. Are there further questions of this witness / 

Mr. Pace. I have not mentioned the Winsted project. 

Senator Kerr. That is fine. You can then go to the Winsted project 
and then B ridgeport. 

Mr. Pace. The Winsted project involves construction of one dam 
on the Mad River. 

Senator Kerr. What is the size / 

Mr. Pacer. That is 9,630 acre-feet. The total cost would be $5,820,- 
000, and benefit-cost ratio is 1.2. The project is well justified. We 
believe that it will be of great value to the city of Winsted, which 
suffered losses of $18 million during the 1955 flood. 

Their requirements of local cooperation are contained in our recom- 
mendation and are similar in principle to those which I have men- 
tioned for the Torrington project. 

Senator Busi. Now, this is the same type of dam as Littleville Dam 
just above it; is it not ¢ 

Mr. Pacer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. I fail to see any reason why there should be local 
participation here rather than in Littleville. 

Senator Hruska. This dam is larger 

Senator Busu. The Littleville Dam is much I: arger, I believe. 

Mr. Pacer. Just about the same size. 

Senator Busu. I thought Littleville Dam was larger? 

Mr. Pace. It does appear inconsistent, sir, and about all I can say 
is that we considered that the effect of Littleville Dam extended over 
a wider area.’ 

Senator Busi. I do not know what Littleville’s extent is, but I will 
say that the dam up here is designed to protect not only the town 
of Torr ington, but the areas below it, which were very much devastated 
by that flood, all the w ay down to Torrington itself, between Winsted 
and Torrington, and it is not just a very limited area that this dam 
will afford protection to, but it is quite extensive downstream. 

Mr. Pace. Senator, I might mention that in making the recom- 
mendation, we hesitated quite a bit because we realize that both of 
these cities have suffered terrific damage and we knew that they felt 
that they could not well support additional monetary contributions. 
We also knew that they had put up substantial sums themselves, so 
that our recommendation was made on the basis of what we con- 
sidered the ground rules to be, but realizing that perhaps there is a 
matter of equity in this case. 


REVIEW REPorT FOR FLOOp CONTROL, MAp RIveER DAM AND RESERVOIR, MAD RIVER, 
CONN. 


INTERIM REPORT 


Location.—The Mad River rises in northern Connecticut, with its source at 
Spaulding Pond, and flows in a southeasterly direction through Winsted, Conn., 
to its confluence with Still River near the southeast edge of the city. 


1The following information was furnished by the Corps of Engineers to clarify the 
record: 
“Senator Bush was correct. The Littleville Dam is considerably larger than that for 


Mad River above Winsted. The proposed capacities are: Littleville, 23,600 acre-feet ; 
and Mad River, 9,630 acre-feet.” 











nd- 
that 


ject 
lam 
20), - 
We 
ich 


mM - 
el- 


am 


cal 


SO 


. 


avian oe 


ar A BR 


RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL io 


Report authorized by.—Senate Committee on Public Works, September 14, 
1955. 

Existing project—A channel improvement project on Mad River in the city of 
Winsted was constructed by the Corps of Engineers between May 1950 and 
October 1951. This project, a unit of the comprehensive plan for flood contro 
and other purposes in the Connecticut River Basin, as authorized by the Flood 
Control Act approved June 22, 1956, as amended, was authorized by the Flood 
Control Act approved August 18, 1941. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for a dam and reservoir on 
the Mad River for the protection of Winsted. The dam will control a drainage 
area of about 18.2 square miles and is located in the town of Winchester, Conn., 
about 2.2 miles above the confluence with the Still River and about 0.8 mile 
northwest of the city of Winsted. The project would consist of a rolled earth-fill 
dam (168 feet high, about 1,0j0 feet long) across the Mad River and 2 dikes 
across saddles located on the left bank north of the dam. The capacity of the 
reservoir at spillway-crest elevation of 973 feet, mean sea level, would be 9,630 
acre-feet. The project would require acquisition of about 282 acres of land, 46 
buildings, and relocation of about 2.3 miles of United States highway and 2.3 
iniles of utilities along this highway. 


Estimated cost, proposed Mad River Dam and Reservoir (1956 price level) 





ON RE ee ee otra cee caiegrtas menagaieteteet acid Seen __ $5, 430, 000 
I a siento Gee a ree a 390, 000 
a eee oa Daa er Db, S20, OOO 


Location cooperation.—To provide all lands and rights-of-way necessary for 
construction and operation of the project and to maintain the project after 
completion. 

Project economics (1956 price level) 


Current 
SN al il ie ie ana clencbdceca am aacsaedh $212, 000 
sR $263, 000 
ahah cecaeeaceiesinman enka Healing oo cincoeomendaiemeciporoipenieesee 1.2 tol 





INTERIM REVIEW REPORT FOR FLoop CoNTROL, UPPER NAUGATUCK RIVER ABOvE Tor- 
RINGTON, CONN., HOUSATONIC RiveR BASIN 

Location.—The Naugatuck River, a tributary of the Housatonic, lies wholly 
within the western part of Connecticut. The headwaters lie about 6 miles south 
of the Massachusetts line in the southeast corner of the town of Norfolk. The 
general direction of flow is southerly to Derby where it joins the Housatonic in 
its tidal reach about 12.25 miles from Long Island Sound. 

Report authorized by.—Senate Public Works Committee resolution, adopted 
September 14, 1955. 

Evisting project——There are no existing Corps of Engineers’ flood-contro! or 
local protection works in the Naugatuck River watershed above Torrington, Conn. 
The only authorized project in the basin is the Thomaston flood-control dam and 
reservoir located in the town of Thomaston, downstream from Torrington. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Consists of construction of two flood- 
control dams and reservoirs in the city of Torrington. 

The Hall Meadow Brook Dam and Reservoir is located on Hall Meadow Brook 
0.4 mile above its confluence with the West Branch of the Naugatuck River. The 
project would consist of a rolled earth-fill dam 55 feet high and 1,080 feet long 
with a spillway located in a saddle in the left abutment. The capacity of the 
reservoir at spillway-crest elevation would be 7,200 acre-feet. This project 
would require acquisition of approximately 465 acres of land and 17 sets of build- 
ings and relocation of about 2.3 miles of secondary highway and 3 miles of utili- 
ties. 

East Branch Dam and Reservoir is located on the East Branch of the Nauga- 
tuck River, 3 miles above its confluence with the West Branch. The project 
would consist of a rolled earth-fill dam 95 feet high and SS86 feet long with a side- 
channel spillway in the right abutment of the dam. The capacity of the reservoir 
at spillway-crest elevation would be 5,150 acre-feet. The project will require 
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acquisition of about 235 acres of land and 47 sets of buildings and relocation of 2 
miles of a secondary highway and 3 miles of utilities. 


Estimated cost (1956 price level) 


Federal ae Non-Federal Total 





Hall Meadow Brook Dam and Reservoir- -----.-...---------- $1, 960, 000 $460, 000 $2, 420, 000 
East Branch Dan and Reservoir---.-.-...-..--- buclpcaeeta teas 1, 780, 000 | 890, 000 | 2, 670, 000 


Local cooperation.—Furnish all lands and rights-of-way necessary for construc- 
tion and operation of the projects and to maintain after compietion. 


Project economics 





| Hall Meadow) East Branch 
| Brook 

Annual charges: | 
Federal Se ee ea edd $71, 000 $64, 0CO 
Non-Federal______-- — | 29, 000 38, 0C0 
Total al a aie  baiaeiaaiesssl diallers Vets Gasca naib dndlstates ae itn deena ae 100, 000 102, 000 
I LLP a  eeareey 244, 000 128, 000 
SN i kcal hte cei dace git rts tapers ts anomie edn 2.4tol 1.3 to 1 

| 


Senator Kerr. Bridgeport, Conn. 
STATEMENT OF JOHN ANDERSON, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Anprerson. This report was prepared in accordance with a 
resolution of this committee. Bridgeport Harbor is located on the 
shores of Long Island Sound, about 60 miles east of New York City. 

The existing project provides for a channel from deep water in 
Long Island Sound into the harbor of 30-foot depth with breakwaters 
at harbor entrance, with ane basin of 18-foot depth here [indicat- 
ing | and anchorage basins of 25-foot depth at this location [indicat- 
ing], and channel to Black Rock Har bor, 18 feet deep, channels ex- 
tending into Poquonook River, 18 feet deep; into Yellow Mill Pond of 
18 feet deep, and into Johnsons River, 15 feet deep. 

Senator Kerr. What is the present depth of the channel ? 

Mr. AnpErSoN. Thirty feet in the main ship channel. 

Senator Kerr. Is the proposal to deepen below that? 

Mr. Anprerson. Local interests requested deepening the channel to 
35 because vessels are larger with drafts in excess of 29 feet and have 
to await favorable tides to go into the harbor. Most of the vessels are 
29- to 31-foot draft and they require additional channel depth or must 
await favorable tides. 

The tide in this area is about 7 feet, so they wait until the tide is on 
the rise and then go into the harbor. They have requested protection 
of the channel of Black Rock Harbor. Storms from southeast and 
soutliwest make it very dangerous for the smaller craft in the harbor. 

They also requested anchor age areas for Johnson Riv er, anchorage 
in Black Rock Harbor and extension of the anchor age in the main 
harbor channel. 

There are 39 commercial piers and dock facilities in these harbors. 
The River and Harbor Board has completed its review of this report 
und recommends that the existing 30-foot channel be deepened to 35 
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feet and that these anchorage areas be dredged to 6 feet [indicating 
on the map]. 

Senator Kerr. That is, the auxiliary channels be deepened to that 
depth which correspond to the 35-foot depth of the main channel? 

Mr. Anperson. No; the auxiliary channels do not go any deeper. 
The recommended project provides anchorage for smaller craft; an- 
chorage in the Johnson River and anchorage in Black Rock Harbor to 
6-foot depth. 

Also, the Board recommended breakwaters to protect the entrance 
to Black Rock Harbor because of the strong winds and currents which 
are dangerous to the small craft. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any questions of Mr. Anderson on this 
project ? 

Mr. Anperson. Do you want me to give the cost? The estimated 
Federal cost based on July 1956 prices is $2,290,000 for new work. 
Non-Federal costs are $530,000, including $465,000 cash contribution. 
All work is subject to local interest furnishing land easements and 

rights-of-way and hold and save the United States free of damage, in- 
c Juding damage to oyster beds. 

Annual benefits to the main ship channel are $219,500, and the an- 
nual charges are $73,400, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 3.0, for Black 
Rock Harbor the annual benefits are $44,700, and the annual charges 
are $34,500, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.5: for the anchorage basins 
in Johnsons River, the annual benefits are $3,700; annual charges are 
32,400, and the benefit cost ratio is 1.5 

The report was submitted to the Governor on the 29th of June 1956, 
for his official comments, and as soon as they are received, the report 
will be processed to the Bureau of the Budget and finally to Congress. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Anderson. 


BRIDGEPORT HaArpor, Conn. 
Survey (Review of Reports) dated February 24, 1956 


Location.—Bridgewater Harbor, Conn., is on the northern shore of Long Is 
land Sound about 60 miles east of New York City. 

Report authorized by.—Resolutions of Committee on Public Works, United 
States Senate, April 20, 1948; and July 20, 1954; and House Committee on Pub- 
lic Works, March 15, 1949. 

Existing project.—Prov ides 2 outer main harbor breakwaters; a sea wall on 
Fayerweather Island; a 30-foot main channel and turning basin; a 25-foot and 
an 18-foot anchorage in the main harbor; 18-foot channels in the Poquonock 
River, Yellow Mill Pond, and in Black Rock Harbor and Cedar Creek; a 15-foot 
and 9-foot channel in Johnsons River; and a 7-foot channel in Burr Creek. The 
existing project is completed. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Recommends deepening the main channel 
and turning basin to 35 feet, construction of breakwaters at the entrance of 
Black Rock Harbor, and dredging of 6-foot anchorages in Burr and Cedar Creeks 
and upper Johnsons River and 6- and 9-foot anchorages in lower Johnsons River, 
and abandon the Burr Creek channel. 


Estimated cost 








| Federal | Non-Federal Total 
Main harbor_-__- | $1, 900, 000 $30, 000 $1, 930, 000 
Black Rock Harbor including Burr and Cedar Creek anchor- 
ages_. | 370, 000 480, 000 850. 000 
Johnsons River uppe r and lower anc horages_- Saiecoes 20, 000 10, 000 30, 000 
TE NN es 2, 290, 000 530, 000 2, 810, 000 
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In addition to above costs, local interests are required to provide 4 public 
landings, and berth and wharf improvements at a total estimated cost of 
$50,000. 

Local cooperation.—Provide all necessary berth improvements, suitable dis- 
posal for materials hydraulically dredged from the inner main channel and 
turning basin, 52 percent of the cost of the Black Rock Breakwaters now esti- 
mated at $300,000, 66 percent of the cost of the Burr and Cedar Creek anchor- 
ages now estimated at $155,000, 45 percent of the cost of the Upper Johnsons 
River anchorage now estimated at $10,000, public landings at 4 locations, im- 
provements to make the shore of the Burr and Cedar Creek anchorages suitable 
for recreational use, ull lands, easements, and rights-of-way pecessary for con- 
struction and subseyguent maintenance, when and as required, and hold and save 
the United States free from all claims for damages resulting from improvements, 
including such damage as may occur to oyster beds. 


Project economics 


Annual charges: Current estimate 
I i a $73, 400 
Black Rock Harbor, including Burr and Cedar Creek anchorages... 34, 500 
Johnsons River upper and lower anchorages____----------------- 2, 400 


Annual benefits : 
Main Harbor: 
Reduction in tidal delay____.---__---~- Pe he eli ee Ces woe 





meauciion in transportation cost... oo eked 166, 000 
219, 500 
Black Rock Harbor, including Burr and Cedar Creek anchorages : 
Increased use of existing recreational fleet_....._.._.__._______ 8, 000 
Additional new boats__-__--- Nise RRS bites die eee eabee nedians 26, 500 
I a ae deine 5, 200 
CSD ER SAUNT A cognates 5, OOU 
44, 700 
Johnsons River upper and lower anchorages: 
increased wee of reqneational Mect........5..............-.. 600 
Pn TRIN i es emtan pagemas concen 3, 000 
Boats transferred 


Peis achd piidesnstk eds chi eainenende ids dicts eliiernieibideesnienainse 100 


3, TOO 


Senefit-cost ratio: 
Main Harbor 


be eae ha is a SE SS ee ae 3.0 
Black Rock Harbor, including Burr and Cedar Creek anchorages___ 1.3 
Johnsons River upper and lower anchorages__-__-________-______ 2.5 


Senator Kerr. Now, I see that the distinguished Senators from 
Alabama are here. ‘They have statements first on the Warrior and 
Tombigbee, and second, Alabama River. At this point we will hear 
testimony on those two. Then, if Senator Hickenlooper is here we 
will go to this project and then come back to Army engineers. 

Senator Hill’ 


STATEMENT OF HON. LISTER HILL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Senator Hitt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement here that I hope gives a full 
picture. 

1 wish to speak in support of the plan recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers for improvement of the headwaters of the Warrior 
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River. The plan of recomended improvement provides for approval 
of the ultimate plan for the Warrior River Basin, and authorization 
of the New Hope Dam and Reservoir and the powerplant at dam 17%, 
substantially in accordance with the plans of the Chief of Engineers 
and with such modifications as he may deem advisable; the authorized 
work to be prosecuted by the Federal Government under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of 
Engineers, or by non-Federal interests under a license issued by the 
Federal Power Commission. 

Comprehensive programs have been adopted for the Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint River system in the eastern part of the State, 
and for the Alabama-Coosa River system in the central area. The 
former is under construction and we hope that the latter project will 
be initiated at an early date. Mobile Harbor has been improved for 
havigation, and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and the Warrior 
River system has been developed for shallow-draft navigation. The 
Tennessee Valley area in the northern part of the State has also been 
extensively developed for flood control, navigation, hydroelectric 
power, recreation, and allied purposes. Early completion of the 
recommended projects in the Warrior River Basin will round out the 
water-resource developments in Alabama for the present.. As time 
voes on, additional work, particularly soil-conservation and wate) 
How-retardation measures in the upland areas, Will be needed. 

The upper Warrior River region covers parts of 11 of the 67 coun- 
ties in Alabama. These ii counties contain 14 percent of the area 
of the State. The total population of these counties was 923,000 in 
1950, an increase of about 12 percent from 1940. The area contains 
30 percent of the population of the State. 

Agriculture predominates over most of the tributary area, although 
parts are highly industrialized and some sections ure devoted to log- 
ving and mining. Industry along the Warrior River has grown 
considerably in recent years. During 1951, the tonnage that moved 
on the Warrior-lombigbee Waterway totaled 2,713,000 tons, an in- 
crease of 24 percent during the last 10 years. During 1954 the tonnage 
was in excess of 3. million tons. 

About 60 percent of the basin is woodland and 40 percent cleared ; 
933,000 persons live in urban areas and depend on industrial activities 
for their livelihood. Value of farm products in 1949 was $41,222,000 
In the Birmingham-Bessemer area production of iron and steel ts the 
major industry, due to the presence of iron ore, coal, and limestone 
in the vicinity. In 1949, 3,665,000 tons of pig iron were produced. 

Many fabricating plants are located near the steel mills. Their 
products consist of coke, slag, cast-iron pipe, steel pipe, wire, cement, 
chemicals, brick, and tile. Around Tuscaloosa refined petroleum prod- 
ucts, asphalt, pulp and paper, auto tires, and chemicals are produced. 
(Cement and lumber are produced at Demopolis. Sawmills, veneer 
plants, box factories, and clothing factories are scattered throughout 
the basin. 

The Warrior River Basin includes the richest mineral-bearing area 
in the southeastern part of the United States. Principal mimerals in 
the area consist of iron ore, coal, lime, limestone, sand, and gravel. 

A network of good highways connects the principal ‘population 
centers of the basin, and improved roads lead to the agricultural dis- 
tricts. Railroads in the area converge on Birmingham, except the 
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smaller lines that serve isolated mines and areas. Port Birmingham 
is connected by a 20-mile railroad to Birmingham. The port is located 
near the head of the Black Warrior and Tombigbee Waterway, which 
provides a 9-foot channel outlet to the sea at Mobile. Complete towing 
and barge service is available. Principal commodities handled are iron 
ore, iron and steel products, coal, crude oil, gasoline, logs, pulpwood, 
limestone, and packaged freight. An increase in iron-ore shipments 
is expected shortly with the completion of a new terminal at Mobile 
to handle South American ores. Completion of the authorized water- 
way to connect the Tombigbee River to the Tennessee River will 
provide ready access by water to the Midwest. ! 

The basin is a large user of electric power. The 320,000-kilowatt 
Gorgas steam plant of the Alabama Power Co. is located on Mulberry 
Fork. Other power is obtained from hydroelectric plants in the Coosa 
River Basin to the east, and from the Tennessee Valley Authority 
tothe north. 

Water supply in many parts of the basin has been critical in recent 
vears because of increased industrial activity. In general, commu- 
nities in the southern part of the basin obtain their water supply from 
shallow wells, while those in the north utilize surface sources. Indus- 
trial water for the Birmingham area is obtained from Inland Res- 
ervoir on Blackburn Fork, 25 miles north of the citv. The city is now 
searching for additional sources for industrial water supply. ‘Tusea- 
loosa obtains its domestic water supply from Yellow Creek and indus- 
trial water generally from the Warrior River. 

The most serious stream pollution in the basin comes from the Bir- 
mingham and Tuscaloosa areas. Domestic and industrial wastes are 
discharged directly into the Warrior River without treatment at 
Tuscaloosa, with a population of 91.000, and during periods of low 
flow a very bad condition is created. Treated domestic and industrial 
wastes from the Birmingham area are discharged into small tribu- 
taries, but flushing of sludge during heavy rains adds to the pollution 
problem on the main streams. 

From this discussion, it can be seen that the headwater area of 
the Warrior River Basin is a populous, well-developed region, rich 
in mineral, and other resources, and is the major industrial center of 
the entire South. The industrial activity is increasing, bringing with 
it a large increase in population. In addition to the needs for flood 
control throughout the entire valley and the modernization of the 
navigation project between Mobile and the port of Birmingham, there 
is further need for additional electric power, municipal and indus- 
trial water supply, abatement of stream pollution, and conservation 
of water for recreational purposes. 

The plan recommended by the Corps of Engineers will provide for 
many of the needs of the basin. Its authorization at an early date 
will permit the people of the valley to plan their future lives with the 
promise of greater security. Construction of the recommended proj- 
ects in an orderly manner by steps will permit full development of 
the water resources of the basin, and assist in the development of the 
mineral and other natural resources. 

Floods on the Warrior River average about three each year. In 
the upper reaches they are somewhat flashy, but remain for prolonged 
periods in the lower reaches and cause considerable damage. The only 
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method of providing adequate flood control is by use of reservoirs on 
the mountain tributaries in the upper reaches. Reservoirs in that 
area will not inundate extensive farmlands, and will not upset the 
economic conditions of the area. 

Approximately 40 percent of the 220,000 acres subject to flooding is 
cleared land, but most of the remaining wooded land is very rich and 
can be placed in cultivation if the flood hazard is removed. Parts 
of Tuscaloosa and Northport are in the flooded area and suffer dam- 
age. Some industries have expanded into the flood plain to take 
advantage of the waterway. Main highways and railroads have been 
elevated above all but extreme flood stages, but many miles of secondary 
highways are frequently flooded. The average annual flood losses in 
the basin will approximate $1 million. Construction and operation 
of the improvements recommended by the district engineer will largely 
eliminate these flood losses, and permit better land use in the valley. 

The Warrior River navigation system is now undergoing a moderni- 
zation program. Locks 10, 11, and 12 have been replaced by the Tus- 
caloosa lock and dam. The Demopolis lock and dam, now under con- 
struction will replace locks 4, 5,6, and 7. The Warrior lock and dam 
will replace locks 8 and 9; locks 1, 2, and 3 will be replaced by the 
Jackson lock and dam; and a new lock 13 will eliminate the present 
locks 18, 14, 15, and 16. As this program progresses, a water supply 
from reservoir storage in the headwater areas will be necessary to 
augment streamflow during dry seasons and provide water for leakage, 
lockage, and evaporation. The headwater reservoirs will provide the 
necessary flow when operated as proposed. 

The primary navigation hemetlia that would be derived are the 
saving of time of tow operation by eliminating the necessity of break- 
ing up tows and multiple lockages through the existing antiquated 
locks. The new locks 460 feet by 95 feet replacing locks 285 by 52 
feet, will permit use of larger equipment. Greater towing speeds will 
also be possible. 

Operation of the new locks mechanically instead of by hand opera- 
tion will also save time and labor. With the increased commercial! 
traffic that is anticipated within the next few years, the navigation 
benefits from the plan will be tremendous. 

The district engineer has recommended allocation of storage for 
power purposes in each of the headwater reservoirs, and installation 
of power-generating facilities at lock 17 at lock 13 when it is modern- 
ized. That recommendation will permit full development of the sites, 
include a large block of firm power, and will contribute much to the 
future development of the basin. Transmission lines of the Alabama 
Power Co. traverse the entire basin. Only short connecting lines 
would be needed to connect the recommended projects into the system. 
The company, with about 500,000 kilowatts hydroelectric generating 
tacilities and 700,000 kilowatts of steam capacity, is interconnected 
with all adjacent companies, and with the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
Power from any of the recommended projects could be absorbed into 
the power market as soon as available. Interconnection of the War- 
rior River plants with those authorized for the Alabama-Coosa River 
will permit flexibility of operation’of both systems and of the private 
systems. 

The normal operation of the headwater reservoirs for development 
of power and other purposes would release a large flow of water dur- 
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ing low-flow periods that would be available for domestic or indus- 
trial water supply purposes for the Birmingham and Tuscaloosa areas, 
when needed at-some future date. Lake Bankhead, the pool of lock 
17. could be used as a source for Birmingham, but the amount would 
be inadequate unless headwater storage is provided. The future bene- 
fits from the assurance of a dependable water supply would be large 
and, coupled with a nearby supply of hydroelectric power, would be 
very attractive to industries to locate along the stream. 

The operation of the power reservoirs would also augment the 
streamflow during periods of low flow for abatement of stream pollu- 
tion. The minimum flow would be sufficient to eliminate the need for 
secondary treatment of domestic and industrial wastes. This in- 
creased flow and dilution of pollution would make the river much 
more desirable for recreational purposes, and increase the fish and 
wildlife development. 

The region is which the headwater reservoirs would be located is a 
rugged, scenic area. The William B. Bankhead National Forest is 
located in this area and provides a resource of vast importance for 
hunting, fishing, and other outdoor sports. It is near the TVA lakes 
in the adjoining watershed which have been extensively developed 
hy State and local agencies. A population of approximately 800,000 
persons reside within 50 miles of these reservoirs, most of them residing 
in urban area. A good network of roads and highways afford access 
io the area. The Alabama State Planning Board and State Depart- 
ment of Conservation are, charged with recreational planning in the 
State of Alabama, and would assist in developing the reservoirs for 
public parks and vacation areas. Extensive recreational improve- 
ments have been developed on the shores of Lake Bankhead, and this 
area would be enhanced in value by operation of the headwater reser- 
voirs. Commercial and sport fishing all along the Warrior River 
would also be enhanced by the operation of headwater reservoirs. 

There are many other intangible benefits not readily susceptible to 
evaluation that would accrue from operation of the project. 

We believe the recommended projects are economically feasible, 
worthwhile, and necessary. We further believe that the benefits ac- 
cruing from the project will be far in excess of those claimed by the 
istrict engineer in his report. These benefits will not only be realized 
locally but will extend to the entire Nation. 

We realize that during these times we must economize where pos- 
sible. We are in accord with the idea of deferring, curtailing, or 
slowing down such projects that do not contribute to defense or to 
essential civilian requirements. Our resource development program 
should not be stopped entirely. As projects are continued under con- 
struction, and others planned, investigations should go forward on 
other worthy and needed projects, in order that they might be author- 
ized and assume their positions in the orderly scheme of development. 
It should be noted that the authorizations for preparation of this 
report (H. Doc. 414, 84th Cong.) date back to 1937. They are 
not new proposals. 

The full industrial and agricultural growth of Alabama is depend- 
ent on the sound and wise development of the streams of the State, the 
second largest system of navigable streams in the United States. 
These projects are national in scope. They will contribute to the 
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national defense, the economy of the State and region, and the strength 
and security of the Nation. 

We earnestly request that the committee approve the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers on the Headwater Reservoirs, War- 
rior River, Ala., and authorize the construction of the first step of the 
development—that is, the New Hope Dam and Reservoir and the 
powerplant at lock and dam No. 17, the authorized work to be prose- 
cuted by the Federal Government under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, or by non- 
Federal interests under a license issued by the F ederal Power Com- 
mission. 

Mr. Chairman, I will now yield to my colleague, Senator Sparkman, 
who will give the committee some of the details of the plans and of steps 
already taken by the Alabama Power Co. in connection with the devel- 
opment. 

(The following information was supplied for the record :) 


Warrior River reservoirs 


New Hope, Caren Smiths Lock 17, Lock 1 
Sipsey Mulberry | Ford, Lo Warrior Warrior 
Fork | Fork ~ | cust Fork River River 

Length of dam. feet __| 982 550 575 | 3, 969 213 
Height of dam___- do 2, 250 | 3, 060 | 15, 500 019 
Type- : Earth | Earth Earth Existing Concrete 
Fiood control stor: age _- acre-feet 217, 000 170, 000 118, 000 0 0 
Power storage : do_.--| 1,380,000 1, 530, 000 494, 000 180, 000 84, 000 
Power drawdown feet 85 35 45 
Power drawdown acre-feet __| 957, 000 750, 000 351, 000 Pondage Pondage 
Average operating head feet__| 192 117 136 68 7 
Installed capacity ___--._- -- kilowatts__| 92, 100 27, 700 28, 800 41, 000 5 000 
Firm capacity ----- G....! 65, 300 23, 200 23, 700 41, 000 5, 000 
Energy thousands of kilowatt-hours 170, 956 55, 594 67, 941 165, 400 1465, SF 
Estimated cost : $44, 725,000 $28, 155, 000 ($24, 986, 000 |$10, 917,000 | $11, 059, 000 
Annual charges_- $1, 680,000 — $1,074, 000 $934, 000 $623, 000 $1, 613, 000 
Benefits, total $7. O04. OOM 
Annual costs, total _- $5, 924, 000 
Benefit-cost, ratio . j E . 118 

Note.—These reservoirs included in the ultimate pian. The New Hope Reservoir and the Hoover plant 


at dam 17 are recommended as the initial development. 


Senator Kerr. I wonder if while you are talking, do you have a 
statement with reference to the Alabama River? 

Senator Hitt. Yes; I did not know whether you wanted both. | 
do have a brief statement on that. 

Senator Kerr. I think it would be well to give your statement on 
that and then we will hear from Senator Sparkman. 

Senator Hiri. Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the amendment 
of this pending bill which will authorize local protection from floods 
at Montgomery, Ala. 

Senator Martin. This is not a part of the bill / 

Senator Hitz. No; it has come in. 

An investigation of this project was authorized by a resolution of 
this committee. The report has been completed by the district and 
division engineers, and is now pending before the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors. 

Now, we ask that you put this in and if you see fit, you can put a 
contingency there, but we do not want to miss this boat, so to speak. 
There may not be another one right away, as you know. 
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The northern section of Montgomery, the capital of our State, has 
been subject to devastating floods. The largest flood of record indi- 
cated 1,610 acres, 910 acres of which is urban developments. Severe 
damages have resulted to residents of the area. In other words, the 
water comes right into the city, right where there are homes, right 
where there is industry. Industry and other businesses were inun- 
dated by the floods. 

The proposed improvements would consist of levees and floodwalls 
to provide protection to the area. The estimated Federal cost of this 
project is $1,280,000. The annual benefits that would be derived from 
the project are estimated at $83,000, and the benefit-cost ratio is 1.15. 

I may say, Mr. Chairman, that we respectfully urge and plead with 
this committee to give us this protection from these floodwaters as 
they come down out of Coosa and Talapoosa Rivers into Alabama and 
inundate this valuable residential, business, and industrial property. 

i thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, Senator Hill. 

Senator Sparkman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. SPARKMAN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Senator SparkMan. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement [ 
would like to submit for the record. I will just read excerpts from it. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Senator SpaRKMAN, First, I want to say I certainly appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing here. I want to back up and endorse every- 
thing that my colleague, the senior Senator from Alabama has said 
and I want to join with him in the two amendments that he is pro- 
posing to this bill. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if those amendments have been introduced 
in the Senate? 

Senator Hiv. I do not think they have. Would you like to have 
them introduced formally and sent to this committee? We will do 
that. Senator Sparkman and I will do that today. 

Senator SparKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take the time 
of the committee to read my whole statement, but there are a few 
things that I would like to say. 

By the way, with reference to the importance of river improve- 
ment and the increase in transportation, Senator Hill touched on it 
with reference to the Warrior. I know this committee does not have 
to be sold but there is quite a readable and informative article on 
the front page of the Wall Street Journal. 

Senator Kerr. Which the chairman of this committee has already 
placed in the record of this hearing. 

Senator Sparkman. I am not at all surprised at the alertness of 
the chairman of this committee. 

Senator Kerr. I am not surprised and am flattered by the alacrity 
of the Senator from Alabama. 

Senator Sparkman. If it were not false modesty, you remember, 
great minds run in the same direction. 

But, Mr. Chairman, let me say we are very proud of our river system 
in Alabama. We have been working hard over the years in order 
to get it improved. Work has been done steadily. 
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ae Hill told about the Warrior River and the early work on 

, to canalize it and the erection of those dams. Now, the moderni- 
zi cae n and and of the proposals in this report to the engineers today, 

I believe, is included. It proposes improved lock 17 and also to build 
lock 18, which would replace locks 13, 14, 15, and 16, the old locks 
and dams on the Warrior River, and it also contemplates the im- 
provement of the head waters, certain tributary streams on Sipsey 

Fork, Dorsey Creek and Locust Fork. 

Here is Sipsey [indic ating on the map| which, by the way, is not 
to be confused with the Sipsey River, which is a tributary of the 
Tombigbee and flows off in this direction right here [ indicating on 
the map], but the Sipsey Fork, the Mulberry Fork, Dorsey Creek, 
and the Locust Fork, the improvement of all those headwaters is 
included in the report of the Army engineers. 

There is one other thing I think should be pointed out to this 
ommittee and the report of the Army engineers takes notice of it 
and that 1 1s the fact that pending action by the Army engineers, the 

\labama Power Co. co an application with the Federal Power 
( ommission to build a New Hope Dam and lock 17, the two together, 
and received a temporary permit. For the last year or year rand a 
half, the power company has been carrying on extensive surveys. I 
am informed that they have spent about $700, 000 to date. Reference 
is made to that in the report of the engineers and, as I understand, 
under the amendment from Senator Hill, i : waele be discretionary 
with the Chief of Engineers as to whether or not the power company 
would be allowed to continue. Presumably, it would be allowed to 
continue, provide its proposal was within the scope of the recom- 
mendation of the Board of E ngineers and if it did not, why then the 
Federal Government could build. 

In other words, it seems to me, that approval of this amendment 
which we are proposing would make it possible for us to move right on 
in the improvement of this river. 

Senator Hill may remember that about 3 years ago we appeared 
before the Board of Engineers and, at that time, we tried to get this 
and then when they came in with tentative approval in the spr ing of 
1954, you will remember, just before the end of Congress, we did our 
best to get a favorable report in order that we might get things started 
that year. But unfortunately, it had to go back for another study 
which caused this long delay and in that interim, the Alabama Power 
Co. came in and said they could improve it more quickly. Today, the 
company is quite far along in its program. 

I would like to call attention also to the Smiths Ford Dam and the 
Dorsey Creek Dam; a rural cooperative already has a license to build 
two dams. I believe it is the Smiths Ford Dam and they have a tem- 
porary permit with reference to the Dorsey Creek Dam. 

My understanding of the report of the Army engineers would be 
also that if they could not make progress on that line within the frame- 
work of the recommendation of the Army engineers, they would be 
ullowed to goand doso. But again, by approving the e report, approv- 
ing the amendments that Senator Hill has read to you and the way 
it is worded, this whole project would be approved w ith the condition 
that if this cooperative is able to go on and do the work, it will be 
permitted to do so. Otherwise, the Government would be authorized 
to come in and do it. 
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Senator Kerr. Now, let me ask a question at that point, Senator. 
With reference to the headwaters of the Warrior River, do I under- 
stand that the estimated cost is $73,985,000 ¢ 

Senator Hi. That is the ultimate, Mr. Chairman; yes. 

Senator Kerr. Now, does that comprehend 3 reservoirs or 4 reser- 
voirs, or how many ? 

Senator Hii. That comprehends, as I understand, the New Hope 
Dam and Reservoir and lock 17; is that not correct, sir? 

Senator Kerr. Do I understand the amendment goes beyond the 
proposed inclusion of the New Hope Dam and Reservoir and lock 17, 
to also propose the authorization of the other Dorsey Creek and Smiths 
Ford projects? 

Senator Hitz. That had not been my understanding; is that correct, 
General ? 

Major General Irscuner. No, sir. It does not include any other 
projects except the New Hope Dam and the powerhouse at lock 17. 

Senator Kerr. As I understood Senator Sparkman, he was talking 
about an additional authorization ¢ 

Senator SparkmMan. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me say that I was 
completely in error. I had not seen the report. I know originally 
the report did include and it is contemplated that in the ultimate 
development of the headway waters of the Warrior, those will be 
included, but I pointed out that this cooperative had already started 
work on two of them. 

Senator Kerr. Then am I correct in assuming—— 

Senator Sparkman. I was in error in believing that they were also 
included in the report. 

Major General Irscuner. They were studied in the report but were 
not recommended for authorization at this time. 

Senator Kerr. I am correct in assuming that the Senators are now 
seeking authorization at this time for New Tlope Dam and Reservoir 
and lock 17, on the one hand, and the Montgomery Floodway on the 
other # 

Senator SrarkMAN. That is correct. 
beyond the report of the engineers. 

Senator Hruska. In the initial estimated cost of $62,430,000 figure. 
will that be embraced in the amendment which will be proposed ? 

Major General Irscuner. That is the current estimate of the work 
included in the Corps of Engineers’ report, sir, as the cost of the 
projects that were recommended. In other words, New Hope Dam 
and the powerhouse at lock 17. 

Senator Hitz. Those are your figures, General ? 

Major General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator SparkMAN. All we are asking is that the report of the en- 
gineers be approved. 

Senator Hruska. There are two figures. One is the initial figure 
and the other is the ultimate figure. I want to know which one they 
embrace ? 

Major General Irsciiner. They are for the initial development of 
the two projects that were recommended. 


Senator Hruska. I still do not know which the amendment em- 
braces. 


We are not seeking anything 
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Major General Irscuner. The amendment would cover the author- 
ization of the New Hope Dam, and the powerhouse at lock 17 to their 
initial development at a cost of $62 million. 

Senator SparKMAN. That is $62 million; right. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to join also in the statement with reference 
to the flood control of the city of Mongomery. When I said we were 
not recommending anything beyond the engineers’ recommendation, 
of course, I was referring to the headwaters of the Warrior. My un- 
derstanding of this other, it is not before the committee yet, but is 
anticipated. 

Senator Hiix. Very shortly because it has been approved by the 
district engineer and approved by the division engineers. 

Senator Kerr. I take it that you contempate introducing it on the 
floor today, which amendment will be immediately referred to this 
committee and then it will be before us. 

Senator Hiti. That is the procedure. 

Senator SparKMAN. I certainly appreciate the opportunity of ap- 
pearing here this afternoon. I know that all of you are very busy 
and I shall be very brief with my remarks. 

I want to say a few words about three public works projects pro- 
posed for construction on Alabama rivers. Two of these—the general 
development plan for the upper Warrior River Basin and the local 
protection project at Montgomery, Ala.—have been proposed as 
amendments to the bill under consideration, by my colleague, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Alabama, Lister Hill. I join 
him in proposing these amendments. The third project concerns 
development of flood-control facilities on the Tombigbee River and 
its tributaries, which extend into northwest Alabama and northeast 
Mississippi. 

The proposal for the Tombigbee River is considered in section 203 
of the bill now before the committee. I understand the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi, Mr. Stennis, who is unable to be here today, 
will discuss this subject at your meeting tomorrow morning. 

Let me say that I concur fully with the remarks of my good friend, 
Senator Hill, on these projects for further development of Alabama 
waterways. 

Alabama’s river system is potentially one of the greatest in the 
entire Nation. It has the second largest system of navigable streams 
in the United States. The projects being considered today are di- 

rectly related to, and a part of, this extensive network. 

The Chattahoochee-Apalachicola system, in east Alabama, has a 
watershed of over 19,000 square miles. Most of it is in Georgia, but 
it does cover a considerable area of southeast Alabama. In fact, the 
Chattahoochee River forms the Alabama-Georgia boundary for over 
i20 miles. Construction is being completed on a number of locks and 
dams along this river, including the Jim Woodruff lock and dam lo- 
cated at the head of the Apalachicola River. 

A second great Alabama river—the Coosa—originates in northwest 
Georgia and flows across the State of Alabama, joining the Taila- 
poosa River just outside our capital city of Montgomery, to form the 
Alabama River. The Alabama-Coosa River Basin, with its tribu- 
taries, drains an area of nearly 29,000 square miles. 

Another of Alabama’s magnificent river systems, sweeping almost 
the full width of north Alabama, is in Tennessee. Full development 
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of the Tennessee was carried out under the TVA Act of 1933. The 
benefits of this program have been phenomenal. What has happened 
on this river system is indicative of the great potential of all of 
Alabama’s waterways. 

A fourth great river system—running a few miles north of Bir- 
mingham, southward to Tuscaloosa, and thence south to the Mobile 
River and the port of Mobile—is the Warrior-Tombigbee. 

The importance of the Warrior-Tombigbee navigation system is 
indicated by the increase in the volume of traffic on the river. In 
1946 1,371,000 tous were shipped over the system. By 1955 the ton- 
nage had increased to slightly over 3 million tons. Figures for the 
first 6 months of this year indicate that there will be a 10-percent 
increase this year. 

The new locks and dams to be built on the river will bring about an 
even greater increase in tonnage. 

To complete this very brief survey of Alabama’s rivers, I want to 
mention the proposed Tennessee-Tombigbee waterway. 

For over 100 years, engineers have sought to develop a waterway 
connecting the Tennessee River and the Gulf of Mexico by way of the 
Tombigbee River to the port of Mobile. A preliminary examination 
of this route was made in 1935. After receiving a report from the 
Chief of Engineers, Congress authorized construction of the water- 
way in 1946. 

The public works appropriation bill voted by Congress this year 
includes a provision for $160,000 to be used in making a resurvey and 
reevaluation of the project, to be used in bringing it up to date. 

Construction of this waterway will save millions of dollars in trans- 
yortation costs. The vast Mississippi Inland Waterway system, cover- 
ing 33 States, reaching from Minnesota and Towa in the Northwest 
and Pennsylvania and Ohio in the Northeast, would be connected with 
an ocean port by slack water transportation. The possibilities of this 
transportation system are tremendous. 

Plans have been made for improvements on the Tombighee River 
having an estimated cost of nearly $22 million. The project calls 
for clearing all trees under 10 inches in diameter to 20 feet beyond 
the tops of the banks of these streams. It also calls for clearing chan- 
nels of snags and debris. The principal improvements would be made 
on the Sipsey River, the Buttahatchie River, the Luxapalila Creek, the 
Tibbee River, and the Noxubee River. In all, there are 22 tributary 
streams which form the Tombigbee. 

The people in the watershed of the upper Tombigbee system are 
very much interested in both flood control and the navigation possi- 
bilities of this river. The damage done by floods has been very large. 
It was reported that in 1955 alone flood damage in the Tombigbee 
River Valley in Mississippi accounted for a loss of $2 million. 

This is primarily an agricultural area. The annual income per 
family is only about $1,000. Cotton is the principal crop, with the 
average acreage allotment being very small. 

I am concerned about the ability of local interests to provide the 
necessary non-Federal cash contribution recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers. The House Committee on Public Works has approved 
a cash contribution of $1,585,000. I urge that the committee give its 
endorsement to this amount, and approve the provision as it now 
appears in the pending bill. 
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The second preposed development I want to discuss concerns the 
Warrior River and its headwaters. The Warrior originates a few 
miles west of Birmingham at the confluence of the Locust and Mul- 
berry Forks. It flows southward joining the Tombigbee at the city 
of Demopolis, and unites with the Alabama River to form the Mobile 
River which empties into Mobile Bay. This waterway provides a 
navigable stream covering a distance of some 415 miles. 

The upper Warrior River Basin covers a region including parts of 

1 of Alabama’s 67 counties and containing over 30 percent of the 
State's population. It is primarily an agricultural area. However, 
the significance of the increasing industrialization along the river 
is illustrated by the tremendous increase in river tonnage which | 
mentioned a few moments ago. 

As a result of the growing industrialization and urbanization of 
this area, there 1s increasing concern as to the adequacy of the avail- 
able water supply. Birmingham, whose industrial complex employs 
-ome 600,000 people, is seeking an additional industrial water supply. 

Stream pollution along the Warrior and its tributaries comes from 
the industries located in and near the cities of Birmingham, Bessemer, 
and Tuscaloosa. During the period of low rainfal! a serious condition 
exists, threatening both commercial and recreational activity. 

An average of three floods yearly have been reported in the upper 
Warrior Basin. These are generally flash floods in the upper reaches: 
however, they last longer and do considerable damage further down- 
stream. 

The report submitted by the Chief of Engineers recommends the 
authorization of constructing the New Hope Dam and Reserveir and 
installing power generating facilities at lock 17. 

The New Hope Reservoir would be located on the Sipsey Fork. 
The Sipsey Fork, which has a drainage area of 982 square miles, should 
not be confused with the Sipsey River that empties into the Tombigbee 
River which lies to the southwest. 

The Alabama Power Co. has a tentative permit for constructing the 
New Hope Reservoir and installing the power generating equipment 
on the Warrior River at lock 17. The power company “has already 
spent approximately $700,000 on survey, studies, and plans for these 
2 projects. 

I believe the power company will continue its program and expedite 
action as much as possible. Authorizing this project in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers will allow the 
power company to go ahead. That is my interpretation of the inten- 
tion of the language of the amendment that has been proposed by 
Senator Hill. I am sure that this represents the speediest action that 
can be taken to give employment to people in that area for construction 
of these projects and to obtain the badly needed electrical power. 

Two other projects are being developed on the headwaters of the 
Warrior by an electrical cooperative at Oneonta. It has obtained a 
license from the Federal Power Commission to develop the Smith’s 
Ford Dam and Reservoir on Locust Fork, and a temporary permit to 
prepare plans for developing the Dorsey Creek Dam and Reservoir 
on Mulberry Fork. 

Construction of these reservoirs will permit the full development 
of the water resources of the upper Warrior River Basin. It is the 
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only feasible method for adequate flood control. The reservoirs would 
not. disturb the economic conditions of the area or cause extensive 
flooding of farmlands. 

The normal operation of these reservoirs would permit a larger flow 
of water that would, help stabilize river transportation on the Warrior. 
It would also make available an improved water supply for domestic 
and industrial uses. Stream pollution would be better controlled by 
water from the reservoirs and the necessity for secondary treatment 
of industrial and domestic wastes would be avoided. An increased 
minimum flow of the river would permit more extensive recreational 
activity in the area and increase the fish and wildlife development. 

The Warrior River navigation system would be improved by a 
dependable water supply from these reservoirs that would take care 
of leakage, and water lost in locking operations and through evapora- 
tion. Navigation along the Warrior is being modernized by a program 

callmg for replac ement of the 17 locks and dams built on the river 
between 1903 and 1915. 

The Chief of Engineers has endorsed the installation of a unit at 
lock 17 which would have a generating capac ity of 41,000 kilowatts. 
This is the project the Alabama Power Co. is presently working on. 
The installation of this equipment would greatly benefit this area 
through the increased electricity that would be available. 

In addition to these benefits from these two projects that I have 
mentioned, there are others referred to by Chief of Engineers in his 
report. This report was first authorized in 1937. The program is 
not a new one. 

1 respectfully request the committee to give its approval to these 
recommendations. 

sefore concluding my remarks I want to urge the committee's 
approval of a flood-control project at Montgomery, Ala. There has 
been a large amount of damage in Alabama’s capital city caused by 
flooding of the Alabama River. Many hundreds of acres have been 
covered by water, a sizable portion of which is residential property. 

An inv estigation of this condition has been conducted by the C orps 
of Engineers in accordance with a resolution of this committee. The 
study, which is pending before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, calls for building floodwalls and levees at an estimated 
Federal cost of $1,280,000. 

Facilities for providing this protection from flood damage are badly 
needed. The requested project has the favorable endorsement of local 
interests. I hope the bill which the committee will recommend con- 
tains a provision authorizing this work to be done. 

I believe all three of these programs I have discussed are worth 
while and necessary. The studies made by Army engineers show 
them to be economically feasible. Two of the programs have been 
under consideration for nearly 20 years. 

A wise program for development of Alabama’s water resources is 
necessary to the full industrial and agricultural growth of the State. 
Construction of the projects reviewed here this afternoon will con- 
tribute to the economy of the State and the country. The contribution 
of these projects to the strength and security of the entire United 
States gives them a national scope. 
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The plans providing for these three programs are not subject to 
criticism as uneconomic waste. They have been carefully planned 
and studied over a long period of time, representing parts of an 
orderly scheme for development of our water resources. 

I hope they meet with your approval. 

Thank you very much for permitting me this occasion for making 
these remarks. 

Senator Kerr. Warrior and Tombigbee Rivers, Ala. 

Mr. Murray / 


STATEMENT OF JOHN MURRAY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman, the Warrior River Basin is located 
in north central Alabama, and flows into the Tombigbee River at 
Demopolis. The drainage area totals about 6,280 square miles; the 
population of this watershed is about 920,000 people. 

The report of the Chief of Engineers on this matter is an interim 
report in response to resolution of the House Flood Control Commit- 
tee adopted May 2, 1939, and is in final response to two other House 
committee resolutions. 

There is no Federal flood-control project for this river at this time. 
However, there is a Federal navigation project for the entire water- 
way, from Mobile, Ala., to Birmingport, which serves the Birming- 
ham industrial area. 

This project furnishes a depth of 9 feet. The principal area subject 
to flood damage extends along the Warrior River, and lower regions of 
the tributaries above Birmingport. The most severe flood occurred 
during March and April of 1951, which exceeded bank full stages by 
19 feet at Tuscaloosa and caused the damage of about $114 million. 

There were also 4 floods during 1954 and 1955, which caused an 
estimated loss of $460,000 in this basin. The plan of improvement 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers in his report of May 3, 1956, 
provides for an ultimate plan for the headwaters of the Warrior River 
which would involve three reservoirs, New Hope, Dorsey Creek, and 
Smiths Ford, a powerhouse at lock 17, and a powerhouse at lock 13, 
when that project is reconstructed. 

However, the Chief Engineer recommends authorization of the 
New Hope Dam and Reservoir and a powerplant at lock 17, with such 
modifications as he may deem advisable. The authorized work may be 
prosecuted by the Federal Government under direction of Secretary of 
the Army and supervision of the Chief of Engineers, or by non- 
Federal interests under a license to be issued by the Federal Power 
Commission under the Federal Power Act. 

The estimated cost of the initial power installation at New Hope 
and at lock 17, is $62,430,000. The ultimate power installation is 
estimated to cost $73,935,000. 

The annual benefits for the New Hope project and for the power- 
plant at lock 17, which includes benefits for hydroelectric power, flood 
damages prevented, and water supply for navigation and pollution, 
total $4,332,000. The annual charges total $3,806,000. | 

The benefit-cost ratio for these projects is 1.14. It is pertinent to 
this report, to note that the Alabama Power Co. has a Federal Power 
Commission permit for the construction of the New Hope and lock 
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17 proposals, and is engaged in studies, leading to a request for a 
license to develop the New Hope and lock 17 power resources. 

Thank you sir. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, Mr. Murray. 

Are there any questions ? 

Senator Hruska. I would like to ask: In regard to that, what is 
it, Alabama Power Co. ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. What part will they take in the construction of 
the 

Mr. Murray. Recommendation of the Chief of Engineers provide 
that, in the project authorization, construction may be undertaken 
under the direction of Secretary of Army and supervision of Chief 
of Engineers or by non-Federal interests under a license issued by the 
Federal Power Commission. 

Senator Kerr. In that event, would there be any participation by 
the Federal Government in flood-control costs of the project ? 

Mr. Murray. There is no plan for such participation at this time, 
sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is that because the entire project would be identi- 
fiable as a power project ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir; there is flood control and water supply for 
navigation accredited to the project as planned by the Chief of 
Engineers. 

Senator Hruska. Let me understand this. Weare asked to approve 
here an authorization for some $73,985,000. Now if the construction 
is gone ahead with by non-Federal sources, is that money still to 
be used ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The request they are making is that we authorize 
this, to be constructed by the Federal Government, through the Army 
and the Corps of Engineers. However, in the authorization they sug- 
gest that we give them the authority to negotiate with other than 
Federal agencies or identities for the construction of the project 
without cost to the Federal Government, in the event that such an 
quaeasave might be obtainable. Is that the gist of your recommenda- 
tion ? 

Mr. Murray. That is the limit of the present plan, sir. 

Senator Hruska. And where does the decision lie for that—in the 
Federal Power Commission—with the Department of the Army? 
Is that correct, Mr. Murray ? 

Mr. Murray. The decision has really been left open, sir. 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, the eventual construction would be 
dependent probably on some future action by the Congress and the 
purpose of the authorization would be to permit optimum develop- 
ment by the Federal Government if necessary. If the Alabama 
aor Co. proceeds with the plans, then it would construct the dam 
itself. 

Now, the matter of Federal participation in such a private dam 
would have to be the result of further legislation. 





Senator Kerr. Under this authorization that is asked for, would 
not the Department of the Army have the authority to permit the 
Alabama Power Co. to construct the project and operate it free of 
the Army? 
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Mr. Brennan. I believe not, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then I have misunderstood the recommendation, 
What effectiveness could there be to an alternative authorization 
that wouldn’t permit anything ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. It is to recognize the principle, sir, of possible 
future private construction, and the eventual interpretation of the 
authorization would be as the committee chooses to word it. 

Senator Kerr. Then the effect of the recommendation would be that 
we authorize the Federal construction of the project, with the reser- 
vation that in the event some future Congress so provided, it might 
be erected by non-Federal agencies or identities in accordance with 
some future law ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; I believe that this aspect has not been fully 
discussed within the Corps of Engineers, but I believe there would 
probably be some request of this committee or some guidance sought 
from this committee or from the Congress prior to, you might say, 
turning over the entire project to private power. 

Senator Martrx. Mr. Chairman, under those circumstances I am 
just wondering if we should wait until some suggested plan is pre- 
sented to us ? 

Senator Kerr. I gather from the statements that have been made 
to us that it is the thought of the Alabama Senators, that probably 
the Corps of Engineers, that if the Federal authorization is enacted, 
that that might be a spur to some proposal or action by the Alabama 
Power Co. which would be absent in case we do not authorize it. 

Is there some substance to that belief, Mr. Brennan? 

Mr. Brennan. Perhaps, sir, in the event that the Alabama Power 
(o. does not proceed or finds it infeasible to proceed with its plans, 
then the authorization of the project to the Federal Government would 
be clear, and there would be no delay introduced in the matter. 

Senator Kerr. Why would that not be the same as the question I 
asked awhile ago, that proceeding is an authorization for the Federal 
Government to do it, but with the provision that the Army could 
permit the development of it by the Alabama Power Co. Would 
that not be the way you understand General Sturgis? Authorization 
would be for a Federal project but it would not be necessary to go 
ahead with that project as a Federal project, nor would the Corps 
of Engineers contemplate doing so, so long as there was a chance 
of the Alabama Power Co. would develop the project by private 
capital. 

Should there not be language in the authorization setting forth 
that specification ? 

General Irscuner. The Chief of Engineers, the report of the Chief 
of Engineers, sir, says as follows: 

The authorized work to be prosecuted by the Federal Government under the 


direction of Secretary of the Army and supervision of the Chief of Engineers 
or by non-Federal interests under a license issued by the Federal Power Coni- 


mission, 

Senator Kerr. Would that not vest discretionary power in the 
Army, either to construct it or to permit its construction by private 
interest ? 

General Irscrrner. Yes, sir; it possibly would, except before the 
Corps of Engineers could initiate construction they would have to 
lave appropriations. 
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Senator Kerr. I understand that, but I was thinking about the 
principles that would be enunciated in this authorization bill. 

General Irscuner. The bill would vest discretionary power in the 
Secretary of the Army and Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I thought and the question I addressed 
awhile ago. There would have to be a proviso of that kind, the 
Federal Power Commission either would not give a license or would 
not implement one previously indicated, it would seem to me. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, may I ask of General Itschner: 
There was reference made here earlier today to a temporary permit 
which had been issued by the Federal Power Commission. To whom 
was that permit issued? Does anyone know? 

General IrscHner. To the Alabama Power Co., by the Federal 
Power Commission—a temporary permit which permits later appli- 
ration for a license to build. 

Senator Hruska. The purpose of my inquiry was to find out what 
basis there is for legislating discretion to one of the agencies of our 
Government. I just wonder on the policy of that, and also the pur- 
pose of this whole thing. I just wonder if the Congress had not better 
retain its full constitutional powers of acting upon a final alternative 
as between a private plan and one which will be promulgated by the 
Corps of Engineers on behalf of the Federal Government. 

Senator Kerr. As I understand the status of the Alabama Power 
Co.’s effort, and I would like to have the attention of the men here 
who can answer the question, or confirm or deny it, the Alabama Pow- 
er Co. had been given a temporary permit. That permit does not 
authorize them to construct this project. It authorizes them to make 
a survey, and to study and to arrive at a decision as to whether or 
not they want to submit an application for a license in accordance 
with specifications which would be included in their application. 
And, as I understand it, they are now in the process under that tem- 
porary permit of making that study and survey, and it is not known 
either by the corps or by the representatives of Alabama, whether or 
not the Alabama Power Co. is going to come forward and ask for a 
permit to build this project or not. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. In order to expedite the matter, the Senators from 
Alabama seek authorization by the Congress for the Federal Govern- 
ment to build the project. However, they and the engineers suggest 
an alternative provision in the authorization that in the event the 
Alabama Power Co. does make application for a license to build the 
project and does receive a license from the Federal Power Commis- 
sion, then they be permitted to build the project and in which event, 
there would be no request for appropriation, or basis for appropriation 
by the Congress to implement the authorization for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to build it. 

Senator Hruska. Has this proposal been acted upon, or has it been 
referred to the Bureau of the Budget for its comment ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; it has and we have a letter from the 
Bureau of the Budget on this subject. 

Senator Hruska. May we have that made as a part of the record? 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 25, 1955. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE ARMY. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This is in reply to Assistant Secretary Roderick’s 
letter of April 26, 1954, submitting a copy of the interim report of the Chief of 
Engineers on a survey of the headwater reservoirs, Warrior River, Ala., requested 
by a resolution of the Committee on Flood Control, House of Representatives, 
adopted on May 2, 1989. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends modification of the existing project for 
Black Warrior, Warrior, and Tombigbee Rivers to include an ultimate plan for 
the development of the headwaters of the Warrior River, and the immediate con- 
struction of the multiple-purpose New Hope Dam and Reservoir on Sipsey Fork 
and a powerplant at the existing dam 17 on the Warrior River, at an estimatel 
total cost to the United States of $55,642,000 on the basis of 1953 price levels. In- 
formation furnished at our request by the Corps of Engineers subsequent to sub- 
mittal of the report indicates that the New Hope project would have a benefit- 
cost ratio of 1.01, computed in accordance with procedures for evaluation of power 
projects now in use by the Department of the Army, Department of the Interior, 
and the Federal Power Commission. The powerplant at dam 17 is dependent 
upon regulation of flow which would be provided by the New Hope project, and 
its economic justification is not evaluated separately in the report or in the data 
subsequently furnished us. 

The Alabama Power Co. has recently been issued a preliminary permit by the 
Federal Power Commission for a project (No. 2165) in the Warrior River Basin. 
It is understood that the company has advised the Corps of Engineers that it is 
prepared to provide facilities commensurate in scope and purpose with those 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers for immediate construction without 
expense to the Federal Government. The company plans to apply for a license 
from the Federal Power Commission in the near future. Under the Federal 
Power Act, as amended, conditions for the issuance of a license include the 
requirement that the project adopted shall be best adapted to a comprehensive 
plan for development of the river basin. 

This appears to be an instance where, under the President's policies, and in 
the light of the circumstances which have developed subsequent to the prepara- 
tion of the report, non-Federal interests should be encouraged to develop the re- 
sources of the Warrior River Basin under the provisions of the Federal Power 
Act. Therefore, the Chief of Engineers may wish to revise his recommendations. 

Accordingly, you are advised that, while there would be no objection to the sub- 
mission of the report to the Congress, authorization at this time of further devel- 
opment of the Warrior River Basin by the Federal Government as recommended 
by the Chief of Engineers would not be in accord with the program of the 
President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dona.p R. BELcHeER, 
Assistant Director. 


General Irscuner. I might summarize it by saying that they do call 
attention to the fact that Alabama Power Co. has been issued a pre- 
liminary permit, and they state that the company plans to apply for 
a license from the Federal Power Commission in the near future 

Senator Kerr. They state that they do, or do they state if they do? 

General IrscHNeR. The Bureau of the Budget says that the com- 
pany does plan to apply fora license. They say: 

Accordingly, you are advised while there would be no objection to the sub- 
mission of the report to the Congress, authorization at this time of further de- 
velopment of Warrior River Basin by the Federal Government as recommended 


by the Chief of Engineers would not be in accord with the program of the 
President. 





This is on the prior report of the Chief of Engineers on this same 
subject. This was dated back in 1955. 

Mr. Murray. Sir, may I add, that the Bureau of the Budget com- 
ments were made on a proposed Chief of Engineer’s report which 
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recommended authorization by the Federal Government of the pro- 
posal for which the Alabama Power Co. had applied for a license. 

Senator Kerr. Now is the significance of that statement this, that 
the Bureau of the Budget has not taken a position on proposal for an 
alternative authorization ? 

Mr. Murray. That is correct ; yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Has a specific amendment been considered by your 
oflice, Mr. Murray ¢ 

Mr. Murray. The specific amendment considered is the revised Chief 
of Engineer’s report as submitted to the Congress on March 9, 1956. 

Senator Hruska. No specific amendment has been considered ? 

Mr. Murray. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. We have before us a proposed amendment which 
Senator Hill and Senator Sparkman intend to introduce in the Senate 
today, and we will keep it here in file in view of the fact we do not 
need to put it in record in the event they do offer the amendment and 
it is referred to this committee. Are there any further questions 
with reference to Warrior and Tombigbee Rivers ? 

Senator Hruska. Just one other question. 

Now if.the Alabama Power goes ahead with its application for per- 
mit, and gets it and proceeds to construct, will that take care of the 
entire project as outlined by you, or will there be some aspects there 
of which this Congress will be expected to take action on ? 

Senator Kerr. I would say in answer to that question, he could 
hardly answer because as of now there would be no matter before the 
Songress, but I am sure he would contemplate the possibility that 
there might be a request for the Federal Government to participate in 
flood-control features of it, which of course would be matter to be 
acted on if and when made. 

But certainly, as of this time, if the power company went ahead with 
the project, there is nothing before us as to any action that the Fed- 
eral Government would take. 

Senator Hruska. My thinking was, Mr. Chairman, that the ques- 
tion in my mind was whether or not the Alabama Power Co. would 
be interested in the situation at lock 17, to the inclusion of the New 
Hope Dam up above. 

Mr. Murray. They have expressed interest in both proposals. 

Senator Hruska. That answers my question. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, has the Alabama Power Co.—is 
there any specified time in which they shall act? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir; the temporary permit, which they have, 
expires on December 1, 1957. They must, by that time, apply for a 
Federal Power Commission license. 

Senator Kerr. Are there further questions? 

( No response. ) 

(Pertinent data on this project is as follows :) 





HEADWATERS OF WARRIOR RIver, ALA. 


Location.—Headwaters of Warrior River are in northwest Alabama. Mul- 
berry and Locust Forks join 20 miles west of Birmingham to form Warrior River. 

Report authorized by.—House River and Harbor Committee resolution, March 
10, 1937; House Flood Control Committee resolution, May 2, 1939; House Public 
Works Committee resolution, March 26, 1952. 
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Existing project—Provides for an all-year navigable channel from the mouth 
of the Tombigbee River to mile 447.6 on Sipsey Fork, mile 444.6 on Mulberry 
Fork and mile 420.6 on Locust Fork. Project was practically complete, but now 
is being modernized with new locks and dams. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for approval of the ultimate 
plan for the Warrior River Basin, and authorization of the New Hope Dam 
and Reservoir and the powerplant at dam 17, substantially in accordance with 
the plans of the Chief of Engineers herein and with such modifications as he 
may deem advisable; the authorized work to be prosecuted by the Federal Gov- 
ernment under the direction of the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of 
the Chief of Engineers, or by non-Federal interests under a license issued by the 
Federal Power Commission. 


Estimated cost (New Hope Dam and Reservoir and lock 17 powerplant) 





Federal Non Federal Total 
Initial: 
FGUOTE (IO 6 ceesnncsscs~ce neh bade cgihe ‘i ----..-| $55,642 000 |.- ae $55, 642, 000 
Current (December 1955) ...--..-.---- b Aha blew and delete | 62,430,000 |__-- dee 62, 430, 000 
Ultimate: 
mapert eae Oo J 1 20 sity __.| 65,940,000 |..............| 8, 940, 000 
EE sce kccepinictimnconswnnscn nt eetSeiudaone .-| 73, 985, 000 / 73, 985, OOO 





Local cooperation.—None required. 


Project economics (New Hope Dam and Reservoir and lock 17 powerplant) 











Current 
| Report } | it) % 
Using report | Using latest 
| method method 
iomnsigeiiaed be teeeh— tect t —— Silden edeekdiglinccnm 
Annual charges. ---_- Peete ead nl mia ibe 5 ini a htedle keke tok: aponek $2, 366, 000 1 $3, 066, 000 | 1 $3, 806, 000 
Annual benefits: 
NS Sh cence earn bce = ap eiter epee = aegis 465, 000 417, 000 417, 000 
i ee at lade aes eae 2, 052, 000 1 2, 982, 000 1 3, 722, 000 
Navigable water supply -__........-.........----..-...--- 125, 000 125, 000 125, 000 
Pollution abatement... _.___.._- at Be ee ak kd 68, 000 68, 000 68, 000 
aioe. Rt TEE Se 2, 710, 000 3, 592, 000 | 4, 332, 000 
Weneib-ocnt etls. . oct Abode bisects} -,40a5-t | 1.14 | 1.17 1.14 








1 The treatment of “taxes foregone” ($740,000 annually) underwent a technical change between the time 
of preparation of the report and the present. In the preparation of the report the method used was to sub- 
tract the value of ‘‘taxes foregone” from the total hydro power benefit. Under present practice, the value of 
“taxes foregone’’ is added to the annual charges. This explains the difference in the annual charges and 
annual benefits in the last 2 columns of the preceding table. Either method produces substantially the 
same benefit-cost ratio. 


Senator Kerr. What does the corps have to tell us about the project 
at Montgomery, Ala. ? 
General ItscHnrer. Mr. Adams. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY W. ADAMS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Apams. Mr. Chairman, my name is Harry W. Adams. 

This is a local protection project, for flood protection works at Mont- 
gomery, the capitalof Alabama. It is located in the south-central part 
of Alabama. The project consists primarily of earth levees. on 
are about 21,000 feet of earth levees, about 1,700 feet of concrete 
wall, and there are two pumping plants; one located at this point 
[indicating], another one here, which are to handle interior drainage 
during flood periods. 
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The project is estimated to cost $1,557,000, of which $1,284,000 is 
Federal cost, $273,000 is non-Federal costs. The non-Federal costs 
include a cash contribution of $182,000, based on January 1956 price 
levels, because of increased land use in the protected area. 

The benefit-cost ratio is 1.15, and the project is indicated to be a 
well-justified project. The report at the present time is at the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

Senator Kerr. It has been approved by the district engineers? 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Has there been an indication from the Budget of 
an attitude ? 

Mr. Apams. No, sir; we have not yet submitted the report to the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Kerr. Are there questions ? 

Senator Hruska. Will the Bureau of the Budget comment before 
the Board of Review completes the report ? 

Mr. Apams. No, sir; the Bureau of the Budget comments after the 
Board of Engineers action on the report. 

Senator Hruska. With reference to that concrete wall there, will 
the land to the land side of the concrete wall be filled ? 

Mr. Apams. No, sir; it will not. The concrete wall is about 1,700 
feet, located right here, and it is concrete wall because of restricted 
rights-of-way. 

Senator Hruska, Will any of the land on the landward side of 
the dike be filled in and reclaimed ? 

Mr. Apams. No, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Neither at the place where pumping plant No. 1 
is located nor where plant No. 2 is located ¢ 

Mr. Apams. No, sir. At plant No. 1, there is an area here which 
will be used as a sump area for temporary storage of runoff. That 
permits a reduction in the size of the pumping plant. 

Senator Hruska. What would be the origin of those waters, city 
area ? 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir; runoff from the protected area. 

Senator Hruska. And the same is true of where the location of 
pumping plant No. 2 exists? 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Is there a report by the Chief Engineer ? 

Mr. Apams. No, sir; there is not a Chief of Engineer’s report as 
yet. We have the report prepared by the district engineer, which 
is concurred in by the division engineer, and the report is now before 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you, sir. 


ALABAMA RIVER AT MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


Location.—The local protection works at Montgomery are located in the south- 
central portion of the State of Alabama along the Alabama River, 300 miles above 
its mouth. 

Report authorized by resolution of the House Public Works Committee, April 
28, 1936. 

Plan of improvement.—Consists of 1,780 feet of concrete wall and 20,970 feet 
of earth level, for a total length of 22,700 feet, two pumping stations and appurte- 
nant structures for accommodiation of drainage of the protected area. 
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Estimated cost (survey report, January 1956) 


I ac ceaer ee ceteris sngeereter ore instead epieagiar ign ntahipeiin on dageetalimeapab ein caapeltetnaaieatantcastap $i, 284, 000 
Pn ee ea Eh een ee eg aes euie nne ai aed 273, 000 
Ne ee een cee ee ee ee Ne acer eee eit I 1, 557, 000 


Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way; hold and 
save the United States free from damages; maintain and operate the improve- 
ments; make necessary changes to utilities and to existing streets; contribute in 
cash 12 percent of the total construction cost, currently estimated to be $182,000 
(January 1956 price levels). 


Project economics 


a a eign aeaaeite sicatamakieeiae $72, 000 
Annual benefits : 
DI Ta I reese resecnnistgptranegnenaesereioenees 61, 000 
I i ad eee ia 22, 000 
OU i ee eee 83, 000 
Pa Tl eee 1.15 


Senator Kerr. Now, I understand that we have a witness on the 
Kanawha River, Meadow Branch at East Rainelle, W. Va. 

I believe it is a statement by Congressman Kee, to be given to us by 
her son. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ELIZABETH KEE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
THE CONGRESS FROM THE FIFTH DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF 
WEST VIRGINIA, AS PRESENTED BY JAMES KEE 


Mr. Kee. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is James Kee, secretary to Congresswoman Kee, of West 
Virginia. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask your permission at this time to 
submit mother’s statement. I should also like to say that Senator 
Neely of West Virginia is very much interested in this project. I had 
the pleasure to talk to him about it again last Saturday. He called 
me this morning at 7 o’clock and asked that the members of the com- 
mittee give permission to file his statement in the record at this time. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. We will take your statement and his 
statement. 

(The statement of Congresswoman Kee follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. ELIZABETH KEE, FirrH WEST VIRGINIA DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman, and other distinguished members of the subcommittee, I am 
grateful to you for the opportunity to present this statement concerning the 
Meadow River Flood Control project at East Rainelle, W. Va., and I am more 
than gratified that this project has been referred to you for consideration. 

Before his death in 1951, my husband, the late Honorable John Kee, spent much 
time and effort since early in the 1940’s on the Meadow River Flood Control 
project. This project has been under active consideration by the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers since directed by a resolution adopted by your com- 
mittee on March 9, 1947. I have also continuously worked on this since my own 
election to Congress in 1951. 

The first public hearing conducted by the Corps of Engineers was held in East 
Rainelle on May 25, 1948. Because of the urgent need for an adequate flood- 
control system for the East Rainelle area, this proposal has received the whole- 
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hearted and enthusiastic support and cooperation of the cities of East Rainelle 
and Rainelle, all civic and business organizations and individuals, the county of 
Greenbrier, and the State of West Virginia. The annual floods which ravage 
the community are a matter of gravest concern to every resident in this area. 

The local communities have done everything within their power, during the 
years, to alleviate these flood conditions. However, an adequate flood-control 
system is entirely too expensive a proposition to be assumed by the local citizens 
alone. Federal assistance is necessary, and the justification and feasibility of 
the project have been established by the United States Army Corps of Engineers, 
and the project has been recommended by the Secretary of the Army, the Bureau 
of the Budget and the State of West Virginia, as well as all local interests in the 
affected area. In fact, local interests are enthusiastically cooperating in plans 
for the project and have agreed to assume their portion of the cost as recom- 
mended. The total estimated first cost of the plan is $823,000, of which $115,500 
will be chargeable to local interests. In addition, local interests will be required 
to maintain all of the works after completion, at an average annual cost cur- 
rently estimated at $3,000. 

It should be noted at this point that no individual or corporation will be the 
chief beneficiary of this project. It will be beneficial to all of the citizens of the 
immediate and surrounding areas. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot too strongly urge you and the other members of your 
committee to give your approval to this project because congressional authoriza- 
tion this year will mean so much to the people of my Congressional District. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. 


Mr. Ker. In addition to that, Senator Laird, our junior Senator 
from West Virginia, is very interested in this project. He has been 
away over the weekend, as I understand, as a member of the subcom- 
mittee of the United States Senate and expects to be back sometime 
this afternoon. 


Senator Kerr. We will keep the record open for his statement and 
it will be inserted. 


(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON POst OFFICE AND Civil SERVICE, 
July 16, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: It is my understanding that your committee expects to consider, 
at a meeting today, the Meadow River Flood Control project for East Rainelle, 
W. Va. 

In view of the fact that the Corps of Engineers, the Secretary of the Army, 
and the Budget Bureau have seen the importance of this project and have 
indicated their approval, I would be most appreciative if your committee could act 
favorably on it. 

East Rainelle, W. Va., and the surrounding area, is faced annually with 
devastating floods and the residents are desperately in need of Federal assistance 
to alleviate this condition. It is impossible for the local citizens to bear the 
burden of the expense involved in construction of an adequate flood-control 
program. 

I am sure the members of the committee are well aware of the dangers to 
health in flooded areas, as well as the great personal loss and inconvenience. 

This important project has been under study for many years and any con- 
sideration that might be given it at this time will be deeply appreciated by me 
as well as the residents of Greenbrier County and the entire State of West 
Virginia. 

With kind regards, I am, 

Most sincerely yours, 


WiILiiaM R. Larep III. 
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Untrrep Strates SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON POst OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
July 3, 1956. 


Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ 
United States Senate, 
Wahington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: It is my understanding that the omnibus bill containing the 
Brush Creek Flood Control project for Princeton, W. Va., will probably reach 
your committee for action this week. 

I am particularly interested in this project which is badly needed in the 
southern part of West Virginia. Flood damage in this area has been extensive 
and, in addition to being very costly, has caused a health hazard as well as a 
great inconvenience. 

Any consideration your committee might be able to give this project will be 
greatly appreciated by me and I am sure its importance can be borne out by 
data presented to the House Committee also. 

With kind regards, I am 

Most sincerely yours, 


WILLIAM R, Larrp III. 

Mr. Ker. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, the hour is late and I will take but just a moment of 
your time except to say one thing. Our people in West Virginia, and 
in the vicinity of East Rainelle are certainly indeed grateful for the 
very fine work that has been done by the district engineer, regional 
engineer, Corps of Engineers, and General Itschner. It is a project 
that we have been actively working on since the early 1940’s. We are 
indeed grateful that the project has been approved all along the line, 
recommended favorably by the Bureau of the Budget and the Secre- 
tary of the Army; grateful that it is in your jurisdiction, at the 
moment, and we will certainly be deeply appreciative of anything that 
you and the members of your committee can do in order to assure 
authorization for the better river flood-control project prior to ad- 
journment of this session of Congress. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, Mr. Kee. 

I note from the notes handed me total cost of $823,000, $708,000 Fed- 
eral, $115,000 non-Federal, with the cost-benefit-cost ratio of 2.3. 

Mr. Ker. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. What do the engineers have to tell us about this? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN MURRAY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the Meadow 
River watershed is located in the south-central portion of West Vir- 
ginia. It is a tributary of the Gauley River and is located in the 
Kanawha River drainage area. East Rainelle, with a population of 
rie is located in Greenbrier County near the upper end of the water- 
shed. 

The Meadow River drainage area below East Rainelle is about 204 
square miles. A report on this area was authorized by resolution of 
the Senate Commerce Committee, adopted March 9, 1948. 

The largest flood of record occurred on March 5, 1934. Should it 
reoccur, it would affect about $10 million worth of property in East 
Rainelle and cause damage at about $300,000. 

_ The plan of improvement, recommended by the Chief of Engineers 
in his report of May 17, 1956, to alleviate flood losses at East Rainelle, 
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provides for a new channel along Boggs Creek for a total length of 
about 3,200 feet; along Sewell Creek for a length of about 5,500 feet ; 
and along the Meadow River proper for about 214 miles below the 
town. 

The project plan also requires a new bridge on U. S. Highway 60, 
about 200 feet west of the present bridge. The project is planned to 
reduce flood stages in East Rainelle, both from backwater from the 
Meadow River, hence the long stretch downstream, as well as floods 
on Boggs Creek and Sewell Creek, which are in the main section or 
downtown section of the town. 

The current estimated total cost of the improvement is $823,000, 
of which $708,000 will be Federal and $115,000 will be non-Federal. 

Senator Gore. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

The bridge is not included as a part of the project; is it? 

Mr. Murray. The bridge is included as a part of the project, sir. 
It is included as a responsibility of the local interests. I was just 
going to read the requirements of local cooperation and it is included 
in that. , 

Senator Gore. Entirely local? 

Senator Hruska. Would you mind pointing out the location of the 
bridge on the map? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir; it is here [indicating]. That is on U. S. 
Highway 60 through the town. 

Senator Gore. If it is a Federal-aid road, that would be a matter for 
the State highway department and the Bureau of Roads; would it not? 

Mr. Murray. Sir, the Department of Commerce and the Bureau of 
Public Roads has commented that it be assured that local interests 
are aware that Federal-aid highway funds may not be used to defray 
any cost of the new bridge. In their letter, which will be printed in 
the document, there is that statement. 

Senator Gore. Is this an interstate highway ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir; a primary highway of the United States. 

Senator Gore. Not interstate? It is primary. 

Mr. Murray. I do not know the designations, sir. 

Mr. Ker. Senator, may Iinterrupt? Iknow about thebridge. Our 
local people came up and when they appeared before the Board of 
Engineers, sir, our local people—I think there were 17 that made 
the trip to Washington for that hearing—they left here and instead 
of going home, went to our State capital of West Virginia and con- 
ferred with our Governor, with our State road commissioner, and 
our attorney general. My understanding is that the State and the 
local people are to assume the entire cost of that bridge, sir. 

Mr. Murray. Local interests will be required to furnish lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way, and spoil disposal areas necessary for con- 
struction of the project; hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to the construction works; maintain and operate the 
works after completion, bear the cost of necessary highway bridge 
relocation and sewer and utility adjustments; and take action neces- 
sary to restrict residential construction on the flood plain. 

They have indicated their willingness to cooperate in this improve- 
ment. 

The annual charges for the projects are $32,000, and the annual 
benefits, which are all from flood-damages preventive, $67,000, and the 
economic ratio is 2.1. 
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Thank you, sir. 
Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Murray. 


MEADOW RIVER AT EAST RAINELLE, W. VA. 


Location. —Meadow River Basin lies in Greenbriar, Fayette, Nicholas, and 
Summers Counties in southeastern West Virginia. It is part of the Kanawha 
River drainage area. East Rainelle is located at the mouth of Sewell Creek, 
30.3 miles above the mouth of Meadow River. 

Report authorized by Senate Committee on Public Works resolution, March 9, 
1948. 

Existing project.—There is no existing project for flood control at East Rainelle, 
W. Va. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for improvement of 2.5 miles 
of the channel of Meadow River below Sewell Creek, improvement of the lower 
5,450 feet of the channel of Sewell Creek, improvement of the lower 3,230 feet 
of the channel of Boggs Creek, and clearing and snagging of 500 feet of the 
channels of Sewell and Boggs Creeks upstream from the above-cited improve- 
ments; and includes provision for a new highway bridge at the Boggs Creek 
crossing of U. S. Route 60 and limited sewer and utility relocations. 


Estimated cost (report price levels same as current prices) 


Project document 





a aa a carer omentum mee eae $708, 000 
Pio eS A a 8 i. a ib 115, 000 
Se eee ee a See ee See ae ee 8238, 000 


Local cooperation.—Provides without cost to the United States all lands, ease- 
ments, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal areas necessary for construction of the 
project; hold and save the United States free from damages due to the construc 
tion works; maintain and operate the works after completion, bear the cost of 
necessary highway bridge and sewer and utility adjustments; and take action 
necessary to restrict residential construction in the flood plain. 


Project economics (report price levels same as current prices) 


Project ~_— ment 


PE ET ai ae ik td eivioiaiseirscicitiastaaal tame a das paca ean sisi chpoah ih imienceiten a iagsin ings $32, 000 
a aie sccns hacen einen ets ean tabea cian SS Shaner igiveniaascneaieaeicdatoaeee 67, 000 
Iai sie alsa tamil = ae a 2% 


Senator Kerr. Now, that is all that we had set forth for today with 
the exception of the Oswego River at Auburn, N. Y., and the Des 
Moines ne in Iowa. 

I understand there is no legislation pending with reference to the 
Oswego River at Auburn, and we are leaving that project open until 
we hear from the Senators from New York. 

I understand that Senator Hickenlooper and Senator Martin, of 
Iowa, each has a statement with reference to the Des Moines River 
project and that possibly a Congressman will have a statement. If 
so, they can be put into the record at the appropriate place. 

I wonder if the engineers would give us their explanation of the 
Des Moine River project ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN ANDERSON, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Anperson. This is an interim report on the Des Moines River. 
Final report will be submitted later. The Des Moines River rises in 
southwestern Minnesota and flows southwesterly across the State of 
Iowa and enters the Mississippi River just below Keokuk. 

The population of this basin is about 700,000 people. Principal 
cities are Fort Dodge, Iowa, located up here [indicating]; Des Moines 
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and Ottumwa. Agriculture is the principal occupation, although there 
is some manufacturing and some mining. Precipitation in the basin 
averages about 30 inches; major floods occur during the period from 
April through July. 

The most recent destructive floods occurred in 1947 and in 1954. 
The 1947 flood caused damages over $20 million. Des Moines had a 
damage of about $1,200,000, and damages at Ottumwa amounted to 
about $10 million in that particular flood. They had to evacuate 
6,200 people in Ottumwa. There were seven lives lost in that flood. 

In the June 1954 flood there were damages estimated at $13,100,000, 
of which $1,530,000 occurred in Des Moines, and 4,800 people were 
evacuated in flood area in Des Moines. One person was drowned. 

The existing project for the Des Moines River provides for local 
protection for Des Moines and construction of Red Rock Reservoir. 
It was authorized in the 1938 act. However, no work has been done 
on that project, because the State requested that we withhold con- 
struction on this project until we completed the remaining basin study. 

The Chief of Engineers has completed his report, which is in the 
process of being submitted to Congress. The Chief of Engineers rec- 
ommends construction of the Saylorville Reservoir on the Des Moines 
River. The reservoir would have a capacity of 600,000 acre-feet, of 
which 525,000 acre-feet would be for flood control and 75,000 acre-feet 
for a conservation pool. It would supplement storage in the author- 
ized Red Rock Reservoir and provide a high degree of protection for 
the city of Des Moines. 

Estimated Federal cost is $44,553,000 and $128,000 for annual main- 
tenance and operation. Annual benefits are estimated at $2,055,000; 
annual charges at 1,825,000, giving a benefit cost ratio of 1.11 to 1. 
That is on an incremental to Red Rock Reservoir ; on a basin-wide sys- 
tem ; and it will have a benefit cost ratio of 1.14 to 1. 

The report was furnished to the Department of Agriculture, Public 
Health Service, Federal Power Commission, and Department of 
the Interior. 

Senator Gore. What would your annual charges be that go to make 
up the annual charges of so much? 

Senator Kerr. That is the amount necessary to be charged off each 
year, as I understand it, to pay for the reservoir over a 50-year period. 

Mr. Anperson. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. You see, they have that figure with reference to all 
authorizations, giving us the annual depreciation factor really over 
the life of the project scheduled for 50 years. 

Senator Gore. Then there are no annual charges of significance 
other than the annual depreciation rate ? 

Mr. Anperson. One hundred and twenty-eight thousand dollars is 
for operation and maintenance of that total. The State of Iowa con- 
curred in the recommendation, but asked for certain minor changes 
which will be accomplished during the planning stage of the report. 
The report was furnished the Bureau of the Budget for determination 
of the reports relationship to the program of the President, and they 
made certain comments. I have a summary of those comments here, 
which I would like to read. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of the report to Congress. However, it advises that prior 
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to any request for construction funds a current reexamination of the 
project justification should be made and that the project should be 
reviewed to determine whether there would be any sound basis for 
requiring local interest to execute an appropriate repayment contract 
for costs allocated to water supply. 

If authorized, the project for Saylorville Dam and Reservoir will 
be reexamined for economic justification prior to a request for an 
appropriation for initiation of construction in the same manner that 
all projects of the Chief of Engineers are reinvestigated prior to 
request for construction funds. The Chief of Engineers has reviewed 
his conclusion in the report and notes that the Red Rock Reservoir 
was approved by Congress without local cooperation and that if the 
Saylorville project is not authorized, the Federal Government would 
provide the conservation pool in Red Rock as authorized. Since the 
conservation pool at Saylorville would be only a substitution in the 
interest of increasing flood-control storage and to reduce silting in 
Red Rock as well as to increase the length of river for which low-flow 
improvement would be effective, he is of the opinion that there is no 
sound equitable basis for requiring local interests to execute an appro- 
priate repayment for water supply resulting from low-flow aug- 
mentation. 

Senator Gorr. Is power installation feasible here at all ? 

Mr. Anperson. Not at this time. 

Senator Gore. What do you mean, “not at this time”? 

Mr. Anperson. The Federal Power Commission states that there 
would be no provision made for power at either of these projects at 
this time. No provision for power at Saylorville or Red Rock. 

Senator Gore. What is the annual flow of this river? This is a $40 
million project ? 

Major General Irscuner. At Des Moines, sir, the average annual 
flow is 2,075 cubic feet per second. It varies greatly. It goes down 
as low as 30 cubic feet per second. Consequently, the low flow is not 
very great for a river of this type. 

Senator Gore. General, has the Corps of Enginers made any find- 
ing with respect to feasibility and economic justification for power 
installation ? 

Major General Itscnner. The installation of power at these two 
projects was considered, sir, in the study and it was determined 
that it would not be economically feasible to install power in the 
projects at this time. 

Senator Gore. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. Could you supply for the record at this point, your 
own appraisal of power installations in these two projects ? 

Major General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. All the storage is needed for flood control. 

Senator Kerr. So if you were going to add a power project to either 
pool, you would have to correspondingly increase the reservoir 
storage ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. That information to be supplied will be inserted at 
this point. 
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(The information referred to above is as follows:) 


Power STUDIES, SAYLORVILLE Reservorr, Des Mornes RIVER 


The Corps of Engineers has made studies to determine whether it would be 
economical to include hydroelectric power by raising Saylorville Dam above 
the minimum height that would be required to furnish the desired flood control 
and conservation needs. One study would raise the minimum height of the dam 
by 2 feet. An installation of 7,500 kilowatts was contemplated, which would 
furnish 6,600 dependable kilowatts on a 10 percent load factor, which gives 
the most favorable consideration to power facilities. The benefit-cost ratio was 
found to be about 0.68 to 1 and does not include the item of “taxes foregone,” 
which would be a further reduction of the benefit-cost ratio. Other studies 
with increased storage showed it would not be economical to raise the dam height 
to develop more power. Based on the revised cost and capacity, the cost of 
providing power at the Saylorville project will be approximately $1,000 per 
kilowatt, as compared to providing capacity at about $200 per kilowatt 
from an alternate source. This difference in cost between power sources is 
considered too wide for further consideration of power at the Saylorville site at 
this time. However, power can be added to this project at any future date 
without any modification of the project at this time. 

After the flood of 1947, studies revealed that all of the storage capacity at 
Red Rock Reservoir would be required for flood-control storage. It was 
determined that a dam and reservoir of adequate size for flood control and power 
storage could not be constructed at the Red Rock site without excessive back- 
water flooding at the city of Des Moines for which no feasible means of protec- 
tion can be developed. Power at these reservoirs will be considered at such time 
as studies for additional storage in the basin are made. 





REVIEW REPORT FOR FLOop Contror—Des Mornes River, Iowa, INTERIM REPORT 
(Not yet printed) 


Location.—The Des Moines River rises in southwestern Minnesota and flows 
southwesterly across the State of Iowa to a junction with the Mississippi River 
at a point just downstream from Keokuk, Iowa. 

Report authorized by Senate Committee on Commerce, July 10, 1945. 

Existing project.—Authorized, but not constructed, Federal improvements 
for flood control in the Des Moines River Basin consist of levees and related 
local protection works at the city of Des Moines, Iowa, and Red Rock Reservoir 
on the Des Moines River between the cities of Des Moines and Ottumwa, Iowa. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Construct the Saylorville Dam and Reser- 
voir on the Des Moines River, 11 miles upstream from city of Des Moines. 
The Saylorville Dam would be an earthen dam 6,000 feet long and 125 feet maxi- 
mum height and would provide for a reservoir with 75,000 acre-feet conserva- 
tion storage and 525,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage. The recommended 
Saylorville Reservoir would supplement the flood-control storage of the au- 
thorized Red Rock Reservoir to decapitate flood crests below Red Rock Reser- 
voir on the Des Moines and Mississippi Rivers; and also, acting in conjunc- 
tion with the authorized local protection works at Des Moines to provide a high 
degree of flood protection to that city. 


Estimated cost (proposed Saylorville Reservoir) 


| 
Federal Non-Federal Total 


Project document (July 1952). _.--.-..-------- es $40, 554, 000 None $40, 554, 000 
Current (July 1955) Sth OD els “dihontity, Sesietleg : 44, 453, 000 None 44, 453, 000 





Local cooperation.—None required. 
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Project economics 











Project Current 
document 

1 be 
Ve Si ‘ ; 

trol 4 nnual charges (proposed Saylorville Reservoir) -....__-- $1, 660, 900 $1, 824, 048 
lam Annual benefits: ! 
ruld Elimination of damages. ---..-_---- a 1. 419. 350 1. 670. 95 
ives Increased crop yield enhancement aed 3, 200 2, 370 
or. Recreation . .--.---- ébaaghlignes ae : . 228, 000 228, OOK 
was Fish and wildlife 31, 810 31, 81 
ne,” Reservoir land rentals 21, 300 21, 300 
lies Low water flow regulation_-. 42, 200 100, 22 
ght Total : z 1. 795. 860 2 O54. 66 

. of ee : . ’ 

Benefit-cost ratio: Saylorville Reservoir and Des Moines local protection 

per following Red Rock Reservoir) ! , 1. 06:1.00 1. 11:1.00 
‘att otal system ?_- : 1.11:1.00 1. 14: 1.0 
. is ce A eee. a 

at The report considers Saylorville Reservoir and the authorized Des Moines local protection to be inter 
ate related functionally, and they are therefore presented as a unit for benefit determinatior 

2 Includes the authorized projects of Red Rock Reservoir and Des Moines local protection, together with 

at the recommended Saylorville Reservoir operating as a system. 

yas Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of report 
hl to Congress. 

ck- 

ec- Des Mornes, Iowa. 
me Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We ask you to help block proposed monstrosity of flood-control dam at Saylor- 
ville on Des Moines River because it is a sop to Power Trust crowd. Let’s have 
RT the economical 1944-authorized Red Rock multiple-purpose dam on Des Moines 
River at Red Rock on which Power Trust crowd has been fighting us ever since 
its authorization. 
Des MOINES RIVER VALLEY PROJEcTS, INC. 





VS 

er By Lioyp WADDELL, Precutive Secretary. 

ts 

d Des Mornes, Iowa, July 21, 1956. 
ir Senator Ropert S. Kerr, 

a. Senate Office Building, 

r- Washington, D. C. 

S. DEAR SENATOR KERR: We sent you and Senator Gore a telegram. Copies are 
i- attached. We seek your sympathetic interest in our serious water resources 
i- problems, 

d Inasmuch as Congress is swamped with work, nearing the end of a heavy 
1- session, the Power Trust crowd in a desperate effort to ram through Congress 
r. the proposed flood-control dam at Saylorsville, hoping to head off the construction 
. of multiple-purpose dams on the Des Moines River. 

h If south-central Iowa is to start halting migration from our State of so many 


tens of thousands of our people, we must secure Federal dams which will be a 
safeguard against serious droughts as well as for protection against floods. “We 
inust save water, if water is to save us.” Single-purpose dams would be addi- 
tional ‘“‘millstones” around the Des Moines River Valley’s “economic neck.” 

Our present Governor and his 10-man drought study committee has recently 

made application to the Federal Government, asking that 36 counties (one-third 
of the State) be declared as disaster areas. 
D Enclosed you will find two kinds of evidence to prove vur point, to wit: News- 
paper article dated December 7, 1955, Plan: Keep Youths From Leaving Iowa, 
and copy of letter sent by Senator Guy M. Gillette, October 3, 1951, to Gen. 
Lewis A. Pick, Chief of Army Engineers. Because Senator Gillette did not 
follow up that letter, nothing was accomplished. Therefore, droves of progressive 
Republican voters deserted him in the 1954 fall election. We wanted action, and 
he did not produce it. 


81980—56——8 
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The writer is a lifelong Republican, and a great admirer of Teddy Roosevelt, 
the original conservationist of our Nation’s natural resources, who branded the 
monopolies as being “predatory capital.” I brand the Power Trust as being the 
modern pirates who sail the high seas of finance, who generally soak the public 
for all the traffic will bear. 

Should you desire any information regarding the writer of this organization, 
I refer you to one of my best friends, Mr. Neal BE. Smith, of this city, and former 
president of the Young Democratic Clubs of America. 

We shall be very grateful to you and your Democratic colleagues on the Public 
Works Committees in both Houses, if you estimable gentlemen will block the 
“authorization” of the royally hated Power Trust crowd’s flood-control dam at 
Saylorville on the Des Moines River. 

Sincerely yours, 
Des MoINES RIVER VALLEY PROJECTS, INC., 
LLoyp WADDELL, Hrecutive Secretary. 


Des Mornes, IowA, July 19, 1956. 
Senator ALBERT GORE, 
Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Proposed Saylorville flood-control dam on the Des Moines River is a sop to 
Power Trust crowd. We urge you to help block its authorization because such 
a monstrosity will not generate low-cost hydraulic power like the 1944 authorized 
Red Rock multiple-purpose dam at Red Rock, Iowa, on same river. 


Des MOoIrNes RIVER VALLEY ProOgeEctTs, INC., 
LLoyp WADDELL, Evrecutive Secretary. 


{From the Des Moines Tribune, December 7, 1955] 
PLAN : Keep YOUTHS FROM LEAVING Iowa 


Through a program of statewide industrial expansion, the Iowa Development 
Commission said Wednesday it hopes to keep the youth of Iowa from leaving 
the State. 

The commission noted that in the 10 years between 1940 and 1950 the State 
lost 220,286 persons. 

Statistics show that 50 percent of the population that migrated were in the 
15-to-35-age group and 20.5 percent of the total between the ages of 35 and 50. 

“In those age groups are the persons who have the greatest economic needs to 
be satisfied in the market place, the best consumers of goods and services, and 
the State’s potential leaders,” said T. E. Davidson II, commission director. 

“Their loss is a deterrent to the growth of Iowa,” he said. 

The commission said it feels that by bringing more industry into Iowa and 


by creating more economic opportunities and job possibilities migration from 
the State can be checked. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 


Washington, October 8, 1951. 
Maj. Gen. Lewis A. PIcK, 


Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

My DEAR GENERAL: For a number of years my office has been receiving at 
intervals hundreds of letters, telegrams, resolutions, and similar communica- 
tions concerning the construction of the Red Rock multiple-purpose dam on the 
Des Moines River in the State of Iowa. Since late in 1948 a considerable volume 
of correspondence has reached my office relative to the construction of a dam 
on the Des Moines River at another site which is known as the Howell Dam. 
Since the 1948 date this correspondence emanates from the advocates of one or 
the other of the proposed sites. The result has been that this greatly needed 
improvement has been unconsciously delayed. As you personally know, the 
Des Moines River Valley has suffered many disastrous floods in recent years, 
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and for flood-control purposes, as well as other proper uses of this improve- 
ment, it is essential that action be taken without further delay, if possible. 

I am aware that a large portion of the delay has been incident to the failure 
of the proper State authorities to make a decision between the two sites. But 
I believe that authority exists under existing law for your Bureau to proceed with 
the construction of the Red Rock Dam. Under ordinary circumstances, I would 
not urge this action as long as the above dispute had not composed; but because 
of the urgent need, I am asking you to explore the possibility for proceeding with 
the construction of the Red Rock Dam. 

I am reliably informed that definite agreements by proper public officials and 
sponsors or their representatives in the affected areas in the Des Moines River 
Valley were made with the Army engineers a number of years ago approving 
the Red Rock site. 

There comes a time when disputes should be settled, if possible, without legal 
action or congressional action, and it seems that this point has definitely been 
reached relative to the improvement on the Des Moines River Valley. 

The Des Moines River Valley Projects, Inc., and their supporters gave hearty 
backing for the passage of Public Law 534, 78th Congress, to authorize the Red 
Rock multiple-purpose-dam construction in the postwar period, to be constructed 
substantially in accordance with the plans and specifications so ably set forth in 
House Document 651 of the 78th Congress, 2d session. 

I am not an engineer and have no way of assessing the relative merits of these 
sites, but as a Senator from the State of Iowa I am so convinced of the urgent 
need of immediate improvement of this section of the River Valley that I am 
urging as strongly as I can do so that action can be taken under decisions here- 
tofore reached. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Guy M. GILLETTE. 


Senator Kerr. Now, Senator Chavez, our distinguished chairman 
is here and he has brought with him, Senator Langer from North 
Dakota, who has some witnesses that will appear before the committee 
a little later today. 

I understand that Senator Langer would like to have the opportu- 
nity of presenting these witnesses who are the same, I believe, that 
Senator Young has called me about. We would be very happy to have 
you do so. 

Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman, Senator Young and I are both 
very much interested. First, I want to present Mr. Burke, district 
judge. Will you come forw: ard, please? Mayor John Bur ke, of Wil- 
liston. 

Next, Mr. E. A. Burdick, civil engineer, and Harry Polk. 

As I understand, they want to meet with the staff at 1 o’clock to have 
a hearing before they leave. 

Senator Kerr. That will be arranged. 

Thank you very much, Senator Langer. We will be glad to have 
you gentlemen discuss the matter with the staff and we will arrange 
an appropriate time for your appearance. 

Senator Lancer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Webb from National Rivers and Harbors Con- 
gress has a resolution he wants to present. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. WEBB, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL RIVERS AND HARBORS CONGRESS 


Mr. Wess. Our president asked me to present to you informally, 
the reports of our resolutions and projects committee that were 
adopted at our 43d national convention. 
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Senator Kerr. We are keenly interested in their views and their 
resolutions and I might remark for the record, the gentleman present- 
ing them used to be chief clerk of this committee. 

Mr. Wess. Thank you very much. 

We would appreciate it, Mr. Chairman, if the reports of our reso- 
lutions and projects committee might be included in the record of 
this hearing for your careful consideration of the recommendations 
made in those reports. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, sir. Your resolutions will be made a 
part of the record. The report of your projects committee will be filed 
with the record for reference. 

Mr. Wess. Thank you very much. 

(The documents referred to above are as follows:) 


REPORT OF THE RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE TO THE 43D NATIONAL CONVENTION OF THE 
NATIONAL RIVERS AND HARBORS CONGRESS, May 12, 1956 


FOREWORD 


Migrations of varying degrees have historically played a most important role 
in the settlement and development of our yet young country. Beginning on our 
eastern seabord people moved our frontiers northward, westward, and south- 
ward over the years and expanded our young Nation. Today migrations are 
still taking place through the movement of humans and industry to the water 
courses throughout the land. These movements have intensified the need for 
additional flood protection, navigation, and water-resources development in 
general as a national problem. These newly developing frontiers and those 
already developed in our river valleys need the Nation’s help to its utmost 
ability. Anything less may well endanger our economy and future security. 
The National Rivers and Harbors Congress can and will continue to devote its 
best efforts to methods of developing our Nation and benefiting all its people 
through an active program of resource development consistent with the changing 
times. 

THE PRESIDENT’S MESSAGES 


President Eisenhower on January 5 of this year reemphasized, in his state 
of the Union message, the critical importance of the wise use and conservation 
of our great natural resources and pointed out that their development cannot 
be accomplished overnight. His message acknowledged that the need is such 
that much faster progress must be made without delay. The President’s 1957 
budget message on January 16 reflects this view. He recommends that work 
be started on 36 authorized Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation 
projects; recommends the authorization and start of other improvements at 
Federal expense and participation in others. Other projects have since been 
recommended. Moreover, the President’s Economic Report on January 24, 1956, 
pointed out that a great backlog of public works remain largely as a consequence 
of heavy expenditures for our national security during and since World War II 
and unexpected population grains. The message further states that outlays 
should be large enough to contribute decisively toward removing this backlog. 

From these messages we have received encouragement and we hope that 
these and similar future messages, and the actions by Congress on the recom- 
mendations and policies therein, will result in development of our resources in 
keeping with the needs of our people and the stature our Nation enjoys in the 
world. 

APPROPRIATIONS 


There is no denial in any quarter that a great backlog of resource projects 
exists. The President’s Economic Report recognizes it; and statements appear- 
ing in the Congressional Record make reference to it. The President recom- 
mends that outlays be large enough to contribute decisively to its removal, 
and Member of Congress are alert to the desirability of its reduction. In: 
considering the elements entering into an increase in appropriations to accelerate 
the resource program it is interesting to note that our country, as a generous 
gesture has granted billions in specific aid to foreign nations and at the present 
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time there remains of the appropriated funds for that purpose some $10 billion 
of unobligated funds. Ten billion dollars approximates, at the present rate, the 
total appropriations that will be made for natural resource development in our 
own country in the next 10-year period. 

Accordingly, we believe that a reconcilation of the two appropriations will 
provide adequately for our own welfare and permit our generosity throughout 
the world to remain substantial. 


FLOOD AND DISASTER INSURANCE 


The recent hurricanes and floods on the east coast and floods on the west 
coast have caused considerable thought to be given to insurance against such 
devastation. This Congress must insist that any method by which victims of 
these unfortunate events are made whole cannot become a replacement for a 
sound program of prevention. Whether the losses are paid out of private 
funds, a combination of private and Federal funds or solely from Federal funds 
the losses are not reduced and suffering is not compensated for. It is our hope 
that by the adoption of a disaster-insurance program our leaders are not lulled 
into complacency respecting a sound program of prevention but rather that they 
realize such insurance to be a stopgap measure pending the completion of pro- 
tective projects or as a substitute for control measures where such measures 
are impracticable. 


MAINTENANCE OF WATERWAYS AND PORTS 


This congress is sympathetic to the proposition that obsolete and little used 
waterways should not be a burden on the Federal Treasury by the expenditure 
of funds for their unjustified maintenance. By the same token waterways that 
have carried sufficient traffic to justify their maintenance but are not now 
carrying such traffic because of lack of maintenance should by all means be 
restored to usefulness. New waterways are justified on prospective traffic and 
there is no reason why lack of maintenance should operate to take a waterway 
out of existence. The actual and potential traffic for existing and proposed 
waterways is of sufficient proportion to warrant a concurrent program of ade- 
quate maintenance of the one and immediate construction of the other. 


COMMISSIONS AND REPORTS 


It is evident from published reports that considerable time and effort have 
been applied to the study of natural resource development, among other things, 
by the President’s Advisory Committees on Water Resources Policy and on 
Transport Policy and Organization; the Second Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government headed by former President Hoover; 
and the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations headed by Mr. Meyer 
Kestnbaum from industry. These related studies of a common broad subject 
have resulted in some instances in similar recommendations. We concur in 
some of these recommendations. However, it may well be that, unless the 
proper combinations from the several reports are put into effect with proper 
timing, the overall program of resource development will suffer a setback. 
The echelons of review and corrdination; the interagency studies, the State 
organizations; the partnership arrangements; all contemplated in one or more 
of the studies would be time consuming in the beginning at least. These coupled 
with the checks and balances already required of the appropriate Federal 
agencies by law and regulation should not be permitted to delay the already 
lagging programs. 

We urge the President and the Congress to afford those of us interested in an 
accelerated and orderly program of resource development the opportunity to 
be heard further when the several recommendations are considered for adoption. 


WATER SUPPLY 


Our insufficient supply of water for domestic, municipal, and industrial uses 
has been increasingly apparent to the National Rivers and Harbors Congress for 
Several years. The current supply weighed against projections into the future 
with increased population, expanding industry, and the conversion to irrigation 
even in the humid areas indicates that the problem is compatible with that of 
controlling floods—it is also serious. 

We urge the Congress of the United States to consider the need for conserving 
and increasing our water supply concurrent with their considerations of the 
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flood problem and related resources problems, and legislate a Federal policy om 
water supply. Now is the appropriate time. 


SHORE PROTECTION 


The National Rivers and Harbors Congress hereby reaffirms its support of 
H. R. 4470, a bill to amend the act entitled “An act authorizing Federal partici- 
pation in the cost of protecting the shores and publicly owned property,” approved 
August 13, 1946. The need for shore protection with Federal participation on 
the water borders and lake areas of our Nation is parallel with the need for 
flood control in our river valleys. 


MERCHANT MARINE 


World tension today keeps us mindful of the frantic conditions under which 
ships were constructed for use in World War II. Many of the ships constructed 
under those conditions are now obsolete for even an appropriate contribution 
to our peacetime economy. Others in our active maritime fleet are approaching 
obsolescence. The deterioration of our merchant marine must not be allowed 
to come about. We reaffirm our support of a vigorous program by the Maritime 
Administration which will insure orderly replacement of those vessels which 
do not contribute to our peacetime economy and our national security. 

We support also the efforts of the Maritime Administration in providing 
merchant marine officers from the United States and State maritime academies 
as replacements and additions to the maritime service of our country. 


WATERSHED PROTECTION AND BASIN PLANS 


This congress notes that a number of bills have been introduced to amend 
the Watershed Protection Act to include, under the Secretary of Agriculture, 
engineering structural programs for flood control, water supply, drainage, irri- 
gation, and other phases of resource development. A lot has been said and is 
still being said about duplication and overlapping of functions in the Federal 
Government. These proposed amendments on the surface would appear to 
duplicate functions of the Departments of the Interior and the Army. Soil 
conservation, forestry, and other land treatment measures are favored by 
this congress but we do advise caution to the extent that conflicting laws do 
not operate to the detriment of sound basin development by all agencies con- 
cerned through the imposition of conflicting policies as to partnerships, projects 
economics, and related problems. 


TOLLS ON WATERWAYS 


This congress believes that the imposition of tolls or user charges on our 
inland waterways is incompatible with the historic free use of these waterways 
for the flow of commerce by which an extensive economy on, along, and off 
them has been developed. Moreover, the complexities of any equitable im- 
position of such charges on waterways improved over a period of a century are 
aggravated by the varying amounts of local contributions heretofore made. 
Tolls or user charges in lieu of some form of non-Federal participation in proj- 
ects will have an adverse effect on water transportation perhaps to the extent 
of eliminating a number of carriers; increasing rate structures for the remainder ; 
and even the elimination of important links in this vast transportation net- 
work. The Nation cannot afford such deterioration of a valuable asset by 
experiment. We cannot remain idle and permit it to take place. 


THE CABINET COMMITTEE BILLS 


Where our national transportation policy of 1940 now recognizes and would 
preserve the inherent advantages of each means of transportation and foster 
sound economic conditions among the several carriers, the President’s Cabinet 
Committee on Transport Policy has recommended a change which would encour- 
age and promote full competition between modes of transportation subject 
only to certain vague provisions intended to prevent the charging of rates 
less than out-of-pocket cost. 

Our present system of regulation of railroads was designed for the purpose of 
restraining their practices of selective rate-cutting which in the past have been 
so successful in stifling competition by water carriers. Inland water for-hire 
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transportation Owes its very existence and its encouraging current growth to 
the fact that this system of regulation has at last become partially effective. 
We recognize that it is in the public interest to protect small carriers who render 
efficient services from the destructive rate practices of large carriers who, by 
virtue of their size alone and regardless of efficiency, have historically been 
capable of putting their small competitiors out of business unless a proper 
restraint is exerted by Government. 

These transportation amendments, while purporting to reduce economic regu- 
lation of transportation, would do so only for the railroads and with respect 
to water transportation would actually increase the scope of regulation in such 
a way as to restrain competition. To place artificial restrictions upon water 
carriers while relaxing the restraints upon rail carriers will relegate inland 
water transportation to the field of private carriage where its benefits are limited 
to only those shippers large enough to afford their own fleets. 

We are impressed with the prosperity of the railroads and wish them continued 
success. We recognize the need for maintaining an efficient and sound railroad 
system in the United States, but we are convinced that the proper method is to 
improve the outworn administrative and operating practices of the railroads and 
not to cripple their small competitors. Let Congress continue the policy of sur- 
vival of the fittest in transportation and not be tempted to substitute survival 
of the biggest. 


PROPOSED REPEAL OF THE DRY-BULK EXEMPTION 


Current efforts by special interests to induce Congress to impose Interstate 
Commerce Commission regulation upon the transportation of dry-bulk materials 
on our waterways would have the effect of replacing free enterprise with a regu- 
lated cartel. On our waterways there are over 1,700 carriers, of whom roughly 
1,000 are contract carriers engaged in vigorous competition among themselves in 
the transportation of bulk commodities basic to our national economy. This 
competition under our system of free enterprise has produced rapid technological 
progress and effective transportation to the benefit and satisfaction of shippers 
and carriers, as well as to the public who ultimately derive these benefits. Legis- 
lation which would impose the devitalizing influence of Government regulation 
in this field, and virtually preclude the entry of new carriers into the business, 
and place small carriers at the mercy of large carriers would benefit no one 
other than a handful of prosperous major bargelines. 

We urge Congress to reject such legislation and to remember that the benefits 
of our God-given rivers, improved by the Government for the benefit of the public 
must not be delivered into the hands of a few for their own exploitation. 


HURRICANES AND FRESH WATER DEVELOPMENT 


The Federal Government should intensify its efforts in three important areas: 

(1) Observation and possible control of hurricanes. The Weather Bureau 
and the armed services are to be commended for recent improvements in report- 
ing hurricanes and warning people in threatened areas. 

(2) Artificial rainmaking has shown enough promise to warrant the use of 
public funds for further experimentation. Thought should be given to the 
control of and use of such artificially produced water, if the cloud-seeding tech- 
nique is perfected in the future. 

(3) More Federal funds should be allocated for study of projects to convert 
Saline water into fresh water. This has been proven feasible, but the cost is 
still too high for practical application to agricultural and industrial needs. 
As the water-table continues to drop and as municipalities, industry, and agri- 
culture increase their demands for more water, the sea becomes a promising 
source. 

We commend Congress for recognizing this problem and recommend that the 
program be expedited. 

COMMENDATIONS 


The 43d National Convention of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress 
held in the Mayflower Hotel, Washington, D. C., May 10-12, 1956, was well 
attended by delegates from all parts of the United States. The press, TV, and 
radio very ably and correctly reported the proceedings of the convention. The 
arrangements and program committees made an outstanding effort for a suc- 
cessful convention. The Mayflower and other hotels in Washington made avail- 
able their facilities and accommodations for the comfort and convenience of the 
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delegates. Visitors and other persons interested in the welfare and development 
of our resources cooperated heartily. 

The National Rivers and Harbors Congress and its members express their 
appreciation and gratitude to all those named above. 





Report OF THE PROJECTS COMMITTEE TO THE 4383p NATIONAL CONVENTION OF THE 
NATIONAL RIVERS AND HARBORS CONGRESS 


May 12, 1956. 
Hon. OverRTON Brooks, 
President, National Rivers and Harbors Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: In pursuance of the call of the president, your projects 
committee met on May 10, 1956, to consider the projects submitted since the 
last session of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress. Hearings were 
afforded all who made appearance. 

The committee at this session has examined 41 proposals embracing all resource 
improvements with which this Congress is concerned, including navigable water- 
ways, harbors, flood control, soil conservation, reclamation, and water conser- 
vation. 

Of the proposals examined, this committee is convinced that 17 constitute 
projects sound in conception, needful, and sufficiently advanced in status to 
warrant endorsement, involving a total estimated cost of $249,416,998. Ten pro- 
posals appear to be without sufficiently advanced development to warrant project 
endorsement at this time, but are believed to be meritorious and entiled to further 
consideration by this committee, if and when additional information may be 
adequate to warrant an endorsed status. We find that on six proposals, surveys 
have been authorized but the reports on such surveys have not been completed 
and we therefore recommend in these cases that the Congress request the appro- 
priate authority to complete reports of its investigations and surveys as soon 
as practicable in order that action may be taken toward classification by this 
Congress. We find six proposals, which on preliminary examination appear 
to be desirable and needful, and we accordingly recommend that engineering 
and economic investigations of survey scope be made in these cases with a view 
to developing projects for subsequent authorization. Of the proposals investi- 
gated, we find two are without necessary data or sponsorship to enable the 
committee to reach a reasonable conclusion on their worth. However, we desire 
to give the applications sympathetic consideration, and, if possible, offer to the 
proponents the services of this Congress in reaching a solution to their problems. 
We have, therefore, not classified these but have suggested that the Secretary 
communicate with the applicants concerned and request additional data, upon 
the receipt of which further consideration will be given to their proposals. 

Appendix A of this report sets forth in detail a list of all proposals and projects 
examined and the action taken thereon. 

As the Members of this Congress know, the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives is currently holding hearings on navigation, flood con- 
trol, beach-erosion control, and multiple-purpose survey reports which have been 
submitted to the Congress by the Secretary of the Army since enactment of 
the 1954 river and harbor and flood-control bill. These reports contain proposals 
for the construction of water-resource development projects throughout the 
Nation. Formulation of these proposals into an omnibus rivers and harbors and 
flood-control authorization bill and ultimate enactment into law will be a valu- 
able addition and supplement to the presently authorized program. Some of the 
pending recommendations are of high importance to the Nation’s expanding 
economy, and should be provided as soon as possible. Your projects committee 
recommends that the Congress and the President of the United States be re- 
quested to give every consideration to early approval of this highly important 
legislation and to the appropriations of the necessary funds for the planning 
and construction of these projects. Since passage of the last act, Congress has 
considered 2 navigation projects and 1 flood-control project estimated to cost $320 
million which have been authorized. Funds have been included in the Presi- 
dent’s budget for fiscal year 1957 for initiation of planning and construction on 
two of these projects. A total of 42 reports are now under consideration by 
the House Public Works Committee in the formulation of the bill; 20 are flood- 
control projects estimated to cost $475 million; 16 are navigation projects esti- 
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mated to cost $20 million and 6 are shore protection projects costing an esti 
mated $414 million. In addition there are about 42 favorable reports of all 
types in various stages of processing to Congress having a total estimated cost 
of about $250 million. 

During the intervening time since our last meeting there has been much activity 
in connection with Federal civil works construction and investigation program 
and in the field of water resources policy. Destructive floods have occurred in 
the Northeastern States and West Coast States which have emphasized the fact 
that the controlling of floodwaters and putting them to beneficial use is far from 
complete. The damages from these unprecedented floods and hurricanes in the 
Northeastern States far exceeded those of record, being estimated at more than 
$700 million with more than 200 lives being lost. These damages would have 
been much larger had not some of the authorized flood-control projects been 
constructed. The floods in California, Oregon, and Nevada of last December 
caused an estimated damage of $150 million. Some of the constructed flood- 
control projects in these areas prevented more extensive damages. Much re- 
mains to be done in the field of flood eontrol, particularly in the determination 
of the feasibility of projects for the prevention of flood damages. In recognition 
of these problems and the need for an adequate flood-control program for the 
areas damaged, the 84th Congress has passed legislation authorizing and direct 
ing that survey investigations be made to determine practical means of reduc 
ing the loss of human lives and damages to property. Investigations have also 
been authorized to study hurricanes, to include methods for forecasting their 
paths and improving warning services and types of structures at coastal loca 
tions to prevent damages and loss of lives. It is evident, therefore, that the 
development of plans for the control of floods and minimizing the destructive 
force of hurricanes are of paramount importance. In this connection we must 
never for one moment lose sight of the objectives of the National Rivers and 
Harbors Congress in spporting this great program of water resource development. 

Although much work remains to be done in the field of water resource develop- 
ment throughout the country, we feel that the problem is being expertly handled 
by the Federal agencies in cooperation with the States concerned. The need for 
full scale development of our water resource program is greater today than ever 
before. The projects committee, therefore, considers it highly important that 
sufficient funds be provided in order that the Federal agencies can carry out their 
respective water-resources program in an orderly fashion. Your committee is 
concerned over the large backlog of investigations authorized by Congress to be 
carried out by the various Federal agencies and recommends that appropriations 
be increased at this time in order that the backlog be reduced and that a reserve 
of projects may be “built up” for activation at such time as the economy of the 
Nation demands. 

The committee renews its previous observations with respect to the essen- 
tiality of recognizing the strategic values of our waterways. The basic import- 
ance of transport in time of war increases steadily with the integration of the 
civil and military war effort. The transportation resources of the United States, 
rail, water, highway, air, and pipeline, are not adequate in time of war, and be- 
come dangerously inadequate when coastwise shipping is curtailed. 

To remedy this situation, there is necessary a peacetime growth of the trans- 
portation network. There does not appear any probability of the economical ex- 
pansion of the rail network. All other forms of transport are subject to eco- 
nomical peacetime expansion in greater or lesser degree. Of all these, inland 
water transport affords the most important opportunity for achieving a system 
(including all forms) that will be adequate in war time. 

There are two Websterian definitions of the term “strategy.” The more nar- 
row of these is “the science and art of military command, exercised to meet the 
enemy in combat under advantageous conditions.” The broader meaning is “the 
science and art of employing the armed strength of a belligerent to secure the 
objects of a war.” It is in this latter sense that the committee applies the term 
“strategic” to our inland waterways, and their increase and improvement. 

The committee is convinced that legislation that will make mandatory the in- 
clusion of such strategic value, wherever it is found to exist, in all appraisals 
of waterways and proposed improvements thereof, is a need of the first import- 
ance. We are not unaware of the difficulty of drafting such legislation, nor of 
the fact that, as in certain other legislative fields, intangible values cannot be 
reduced to dollars and cents without recourse to arbitrary criteria. However, 
it is the opinion of the committee that such difficulties are not insurmountable, 
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and they stand ready to assist Members of the Congress of the United States in 
drafting provisions that will rationally and equitably accomplish the desired end. 
Respectfully submitted. 


Sip Srueson, Chairman. 


Note A.—A project which has been placed in class II, III, IV, or V by the com- 
mittee may be reexamined from time to time upon due application and the sub- 
mission of material supplementary information, with a view to advancing its 
classification ; but no project will be reported upon by the committee more than 
once in each year. 

Note B.—Attention is called to the fact that when a project is once put in 
Undorsed, such status continues and it is unnecessary to follow up at 
subsequent sessions with new applications. All projects “endorsed” by the Con- 
gress, upon the recommendation of the committee, retain their status until 
finally constructed, unless such action is rescinded by the Congress, and the 
Congress stands pledged to do everything possible to assist in reaching that goal 





APPENDIX A 


Applications for approval of projects received by the Projects Committee 
CLASS I—PROJECTS ENDORSED 


Endorsed.—This means that the committee is convinced that the project is sound, needful, and sufficiently 
advanced in status, and should be promptly constructed in the public interest 


| P | oo 




















Docket No.! Name of project } State Division 
119-R_..__....| Lake Charles-Caleasieu River and | ) Caieianes lio 20.G .| Lower Mississippi 

| Pass ship channel. | Valley. 
$44-R-3......- | Levees east of Chandlerville (Sanga- | Illinois__............-.----.- | North Central. 

mon River). 

852-A R3__.._- | Norfolk Harbor. __- LS BOA Vieiiies hv 0 a Nosh aaah. 
852-BR3___... | Thimble Shoal Channel_- : CS ae ee ae | Do. 
860-R2.......- | South Channel: New York Harbor New York and New Jersey _. Do. 

| entrance channels and anchorage | | 

| areas. | 
7b BA... cus | Whitewater River East Fork at | Indiana __...-.............- Ohio River. 

| Brookville. 
IIR nies cn he Lower Cumberland._.............--.. Kentucky and Tennessee __-| Do. 
pe SS a ... S o e e OO ts. eecriii tz i3 Do. 
awe | OES te Eb oie ut tak et eS ee eee Ps Do. 
SE ite oe Jamaica Bay- Sac ae aa | North Atlantic. 
We te kee New Jersey pierhead | line ‘channel; | New Jersey ciete cpanel Do. 

New York Harbor: Entrance chan- 

| nels and anchorage areas. 
1041_______.__.| Dillon Dam Siiconecarae aaa nee ere GR 
1042_. _.| Oscoda harbor of refuge - — ee _____| North Central. 
1043_....__.....| Whitefish Point harbor of refuge. elle Bidusld ae ae ee Do. 
1044____- ...-| Harrisville harbor of refuge-_------ ; cls thas aie Sl Seka eta Do. 
ose nidete | Removal and control of sedimentation | Florida__......-...---------- South Atlantic. 

| St. Lucie River. 
1050...........| New York State Barge Canal_._.-.--- | New York.........-........| North Atlantic. 


} 
| 
| 
| 


CLASS II—PROJECTS CLASSIFIED AS MERITORIOUS 


Meritorious.—This means that the committee believes that although the project is not sufficiently 
advanced in status to warrant its present endorsement, it is meritorious and open for further 
consideration by the committee 








Docket No.! | Name of project | State Division 
| 
§06-R........- CL ee as | Massachusetts -_.............| North Eastern. 
Ean « Sagin: kk a ee ee oe iD North Central. 
793-R3..__--- | Cleves flood- protection project - Ohio __ side Pe as Ohio River. 
og eneree | Improvements to channels and turn- | Puerto ats sc sdciccdive sons South Atlantic. 
| _ ing basins of San Juan Harbor. | 
888-R2........; Long Beach, Plymouth Harbor - ----- Massachusetts. --_.....----- North Eastern. 
890-R2........| Kahului Harbor improvements. - --_-- | Territory of Hawaii ----.--- South Pacific. 
932-R_... ....| Pepperell Cove, Kittery, dredging of aie ee eee North £astern. 
| hanuncy Creek. 
1036...........| Connecticut River Basin flood con- | Massachusetts and Con- Do. 
tro] (Littleville Dam). necticut. 
ee Benutort Horbor. ... 2... -..-605ssn0f North Carolina. .-.......-..-- South Atlantic. 
eR catia: = Grand River at Lansing 


‘nities Michigan. -..............-. | North Central. 


} Letter ‘“‘R”’ following the project number indicates revision of a previous application. 
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CLASS III—EXPEDITIOUS REPORT ON AUTHORIZED SURVEY REQUESTED 


peditious report on authorized survey requested.—This means that the committee believes the Congress 
should request the engineering authority to expedite the report of its investigation and survey of the 
roject to the end that appropriate further action may be had thereon in regard to classification by the 
Congress 


Docket No, ! Name of project State Division 
WO0-R.. ccna | Preliminary examination of southern , Virginia North Atlantic. 
branch of Elizabeth River, Norfolk 
| Harbor. 
70-BE ceccnan I ...-, North Carolina South Atlantic 
WS-R........| Caleasieu low water dam_----- Louisiana Lower Mississippt 
| Valley. 
{6_..........| Channel from Pamlico Sound through | North Carolina South Atlantic. 


Core Sound to Beaufort Harbor 
(wide channel at sea level). 





{7_..........| Thoroughfare Bay from Core Sound to do... Do 
Cedar Bay near the mouth of Neuse 
River. 
Bhicakemeens Port Mansfield....-.....-- Se a Southwestern 
CLASS IV—PROJECTS RECOMMENDED FOR SURVEY 


Recommended for surrey.—This means that the committee believes that sufficient showing on behalf of the 
project has been made to warrant further examination in the form of an adequate survey by an appropriate 
agency of the Federal Government 


| ! 
Docket No. ! Name of project State Division 
| ————— 
GT) -Ehnctnbnd | New River dredging. -.._........-..--.- NO a ie | South Atlantic. 
iiiicteeccaaiale | Drum Inlet (deepening and stabiliza- | North Carolina__--....-.-- Do. 
tion). 
0G 4a ik cena Flood control-Saw Mill River, Bronx | a | North Atlantic. 
| River and tributaries. 
OPR.cciaedeas Intracoastal Waterway (Boston-Long Massachusetts and Rhode | North Eastern 
Island Sound). ° Island. 
LOOP... écinenbuie | New York and New Jersey Channels..| New York and New Jersey__| North Atlantic 
OD a sheen | Hudson River Channel. -.........----- ae a. Saami aecaisd Do. 


1 Letter ‘““R”’ following the project number indicates revision of a previous application. 


Senator Kerr. I want to especially thank the Corps of Engineers 
for their indulgence and patience and endurance and also the members 
of the committee. 

We will recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon the hearing was adjourned at 2 p. m., to reconvene 
Tuesday, July 17, 1956, at 10 a. m.) 
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TUESDAY, JULY 17, 1956 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrrot—Rivers AND HaArgors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a. m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Gore, Hruska, Neuberger, and Bush. 

Senator Kerr. The subcommittee will come to order. We will 
consider first an amendment proposed by Mr. Langer, for himself and 
Mr. Young to the bill H. R. 12080, to authorize the Corps of Engineers 
to compensate the city of Williston, N. Dak., for the acquisition and 
replacement of the municipal water supply and water treatment facil- 
ities which will be damaged, impaired, or rendered inoperative by the 
construction and operation of Garrison Dam and Reservoir on the 
Missouri River, and for other purposes. 

(The amendment referred to is as follows :) 


[H. R. 12080, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 
AMENDMENT 


Intended to be proposed by Mr. Langer (for himself and Mr. Young) to the 
bill (H. R. 12080) to authorize the Corps of Engineers to compensate the 
city of Williston, N. Dak., for the acquisition and replacement of the Municipal 
water supply and water treatment facilities which will be damaged, impaired, 
or rendered inoperative by the construction and operation of Garrison Dam 
and Reservoir on the Missouri River, and for other purposes, viz: 

On page —, line —, insert the following: “That the general comprehensive 
plans for flood control and other purposes in the Missouri River Basin set forth 
in House Document Numbered 475 and Senate Document Numbered 191, as re- 
vised and coordinated by Senate Document Numbered 247, Seventy-eighth Con- 
gress, second session, approved in the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, 
are hereby modified to include the payment by the Corps of Engineers to the city 
of Williston, North Dakota, for the construction or provision of adequate water 
supply, intake, treatment, storage, and transmission facilities, at a cost not to 
exceed $2,200,000, which payment is to compensate for the acquisition by the 
Corps of Engineers of and to replace the municipal water supply and water 
treatment facilities of said city which will be damaged, impaired, and rendered 
inoperative by the construction and operation of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir 
in said basin.” 


Senator Kerr. At this time we will insert in the record, without 
objection, some letters addressed to Senator Chavez and myself and a 
statement by Senator Wallace F. Bennett, at this place in the record 
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(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., July 13, 1956. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman of Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

This is to advise I concur in the reeommendations of the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, as contained in its report dated March 1956, relative navi- 
gation improvements by the construction of a fixed crest overflow type dam in 
the Mississippi River from St. Louis, Mo., to lock and dam No. 26 north of that 
city. 

PHit M. DonNELLY, Governor. 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., 


Washington, D. C., July 17, 1956. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: I am writing to request urgently your favorable con- 
sideration of the following projects for inclusion in H. R. 12080, the omnibus 
rivers and harbors-flood control bill. on which your subcommittee is now holding 
hearings: Bridgeport Harbor, Conn.; Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, 
Tex., enlargement of branch channel to La Quinta ; and Yaquina Bay and Harbor, 
Oreg. 

Previously we have made representations in public hearings in support of 
these proposals, all of which have been approved by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors. It is therefore unnecessary to burden you with a repetition. 
of the reasons for our favorable recommendations, the same being available to 
you from the records of the hearings. 

Convinced as we are of the merits of these projects, we earnestly request 
favorable action at this time. 

Sincerely yours, 


HERBERT R. O’Conor. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR WALLACE F. BENNETT, A UNITED States SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE or UTAH 


Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this opportuniity of presenting testimony 


before this distinguished committee urging your approval of much needed flood- 
control measures on the Weber and Ogden Rivers, of particular importance to 
the city of Ogden and the surrounding area. Section 203 of the omnibus flood- 


control bill, H. R. 12080, already approved by the House, would authorize this: 
$520,000 project. 


NEED FOR THE PROJECT 


The year 1952 saw a severe flood pour down the Weber and Ogden Rivers 
inundating and severely damaging 1,200 acres of key residential, business, indus- 
trial, and manufacturing property in the city of Ogden, while at the same time: 
washing out one transcontinental highway artery in several places and flooding 
another, as well as flooding strategic railroads and the Ogden railroad yards. 
Twenty thousand acres of improved agricultural lands were damaged and 100° 
acres of important residential and business land in Morgan were flooded. 

The Corps of Engineers estimates, I believe conservatively, that unless protec- 
tive measures are taken, flood damage will average $264,000 each year. 


NATURE OF THE PROJECT 


The Army Corps of Engineers proposes in its flood-control plan to operate: 
several existing and authorized projects for flood control including Echo, Wan- 
ship, Pineview, Lost Creek, and East Canyon Creek Reservoirs as well as the 
Willard Bay diversion canal. I have been assured that the present contem- 
plated uses of these structures will not be jeopardized or harmed in any way by 
operating them for flood-control purposes together with their original purposes.. 
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Channel improvements will be made where necessary on the Weber River 
etween Morgan and the mouth of the Ogden River. These improvements will 
consist of about 5 miles of low-disconnected levees; rock revetment where re- 
quired to prevent bank erosion; about 12 miles of clearing and snagging; and 
channel enlargement in Ogden by raising the banks, removing the Hooper and 
Plain City diversion dams, and deepening the channel after removal of the dams. 

The plan will afford protection from floods downstream from the Echo Reservoir 
on the Weber River, and from Pineview Reservoir downstream on the Ogden 
River from ali floods with an indicated frequency of occurrence of once in 50 
years in rural areas and once in 100 years in urban areas. 


COST OF THE PROJECT 


The estimated first cost of the channel improvements is $550,000 of which . 
$450,000 would be provided by the Federal Government and $100,000 by the loca! 
interests. The annual charges after completion will be $40,000, of which $15,800 
is Federal and $24,200 will be locally provided. 

This cost is more than justified when compared to the estimated annual benefits 
from the project of $242,000, particularly when it is realized that the 1952 flood 
causing better than $1,600,000 in damages would have been largely prevented if 
this project had been in existence. 


LOCAL COOPERATION PLEDGED 


Both Weber and Morgan Counties which are principally involved in this project 
have pledged their fullest cooperation in assuming the local portions of the 
project operation and cost. The State of Utah wholeheartedly supports the 
project, feeling that nothing but good can come from its approval. The only 
reservation the State had concerned the fear that fishing might be damaged. 
However, the Corps of Engineers has assured the State that developments on 
the project will be coordinated with the Utah Fish and Game Commission so as to 
minimize any harmful effects the construction may have on the fishery resources, 
so the only problem has been removed. 


HISTORY OF THE PROJECT 


A survey of the Bonneville Basin was authorized in 1988 and included the 
Weber and Ogden Rivers. A report was completed by the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers in June of 1954, and I introduced a bill, S. 3607, embodying the corps’ 
recommendations. Unfortunately, it was too late for the bill to be included in 
the omnibus flood-control bill of 1954, since the final report by the corps was not 
submitted to Congress until May 9, 1955. 

In January of 1955, at the beginning of the new Congress, I reintroduced my 
bill, now S. 722, which was followed by H. R. 4262 introduced by Congressman 
Dixon in February of the same year. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, I sincerely urge this committee to approve the Weber Basin 
flood-control project so that it might be included in this year’s flood control bill. 
It is a worthy and meritorious project. Further delay is perilous. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Langer and Senator Young, are you going 
to have some witnesses that you would like to have make a statement ; 
or do you care to make a statement ? 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to offer an amend- 
ment in connection with some legislation that I got through an ap- 
propriation bill permitting the Corps of Engineers to buy out two 
Irrigation projects. 

One of the provisions of that legislation provided that 100 percent 
of the farmers had to agree. There is now one tract of land which 
could not be deeded, except through special legislation by our next 
session of the legislature in January. 

I would like to offer the amendment, and I think the legislation 
is supported by the Corps of Engineers. I think you want their 
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statement on it, and Mayor Burke, who is interested in this problem 
will file his statement. 

Senator Kerr. Is this your statement that you are filing? 

Senator Youna. No, this is the amendment. 

Senator Kerr. This is the amendment ? 

Senator Young. I have Mayor John Burke of Williston, N. Dak., 
who will file his statement, and I suggest that you should ES the 
Corps of Engineers comment. 

Mr. Chairman, Senator Langer will introduce the witnesses, but 
may I first make a short statement ¢ 
Senator Kerr. Yes, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MILTON R. YOUNG, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


Senator Youne. There is a request being made here today on this 
amendment here concerning the pool level of Garrison Dam being 
raised from 1,800 feet to 1,850 feet. 

The city of Williston opposed the higher level and, if they had 
been successful, the legislation they are requesting would never have 
been raised. 

Because of this higher dam, we have run into many problems, 
some of them quite similar to this one here. 

For example, the city of Van Hook lost practically all of its trade 
territory and a part of the city, but under existing legislation at that 
time, the Cor ps of Engineers wasn’t permitted to buy out the rest of the 
city. 

Because this city had lost most of its trade territory, the Con- 
gress did take that into consideration in subsequent legislation to take 
care of that city. 

Point No. 3: Their source of water supply now will be much 
farther as a result of the higher pool level elevation. It will require 
additional pumping cost, and their only recourse, of course, would be 
to the courts. 

The Corps of Engineers has had a conservative policy, and that is 
understandable. I think Congress would want them to have a con- 
servative policy, but in all the cases—and there have been a great 
many in connection with the acquisition of land for Garrison Dam— 
the courts have, on an average, granted a 40 percent increase. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that the witnesses will bring out reasons 
for this legislation in a very able way. 

Senator Kerr. You are referring to other than the amendment with 
reference to the area in the lands to be purchased by the Government ? 

Senator Youne. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Have you offered another amendment, Senator ? 

Senator Younc. That was offered by Senator Langer and myself 
on the floor. 

Senator Kerr. On the floor of the Senate / 

Senator Youne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. It will be before us. 

Senator Youne. This other one was a very simple one, and I didn’t 
want to burden you unnecessarily. 
Senator Kerr. Senator Langer. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM LANGER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have three other committee meetings—Judiciary, Civil Service and 
Post Office, and Foreign Relations—and so I cannot stay here this 
morning, but I did want you to meet Judge Burdick, district judge 
of North Dakota, one of the outstanding citizens there, Mayor Burke, 
of Williston, N. Dak., and they will be glad to answer any questions 
that may occur to you. 

Also I would like for you to meet our friend, Harry Polk, who is 
here from Williston, and is one of the leading editors of the State of 
North Dakota. 

I might add he is one of the few daily newspapers that supported 
me for ‘public office; therefore, I want you to be unusually nice to him. 

Senator Kerr. Senator, I know the warm current of affection that 
stirs the cockles of the Senator’s heart, when he is in the presence 
of the newspaperman that has supported him. 

If these gentlemen have prepared statements they want to present, 
they may make them at this time, if Senator Langer or Senator Young 
will identify them. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to start the hear- 
ings with Judge Burdick, and he will outline in detail this situation, 
and he will be supported by the other witnesses. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, off the record. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Kerr. The two items that are being submitted are needed 
now as in the last general appropriation bill—there was money to 
buy a certain area of farmland below Garrison Dam with reference 
to which previous provision has been made to build dikes around. 

It is the judgment of the Senators from North Dakota and the Corps 
of Engineers and the confirmed action of the Congress that it would 
save a million dollars to buy that land, and the money when appro- 
priated provided that it could be done. 

They now find that it is all available for purchase, except one piece 
of land which belongs to the State of North Dakota, and with ref- 
erence to which they had trouble securing until the legislature meets 
next year. 

They are asking for an amendment to permit the program to go 
forward. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, I might say that the situation is 
one of an 1,850 pool elevation, and if that had been successful, they 
would not have been here today, and I finally took a hand in it, and 
finally got settlement en 1,850. 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

(Senator Young’s amendment, above referred to, is as follows:) 

That portion of title IIT of the act of July 2, 1956 (Public Law 641, 84t!: Cong., 
70 Stat. 474, 480), that pertains to the purchase of lands and improvements in 
the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District in lieu of protecting said Lewis and 
Clark Irrigation District in connection with the development, construction, and 


operation of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project on the Missouri River, is 
amended to read as follows: 


81980—56——9 
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“That in lieu of protecting the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District, the sum 
of $1,935,000 of the funds herein or hereafter appropriated for the Garrison 
Dam and Reservoir project on the Missouri River shall be available for the 
purchase of lands and improvements in the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District, 
and the sum of $1,196,000 shall be available for the relocation of highways and 
utilities therein. The substitution of land acquisition for the protection shall 
be made and the Secretary of the Army shall acquire such land and improve- 
ments if all of the landowners, except the State of North Dakota or any of its 
political subdivisions or agencies, on or before June 30, 1957, have offered to 
sell their property on terms agreeable to said landowners, and within the amount 
provided herein for such land acquisition. The Secretary of the Army is author- 
ized to acquire lands and improvements owned by the State of North Dakota 
or any of its political subdivisions or agencies pursuant to the provisions of 
this or any other act except that no limitation of time shall apply within which 
property of the State of North Dakota or any of its political subdivisions or 
agencies shall be offered for sale if property of the State of North Dakota or 
any of its political subdivisions or agencies is acquired pursuant to the provisions 
of this act. If all of the landowners except the State of North Dakota or its 
political subdivisions or agencies on or before June 30, 1957, have offered to 
sell their property on terms agreeable to said landowners, within the amount 
provided for such land acquisition, and the Secretary of the Army determines 
that the acquisition of lands and improvements of the State of North Dakota 
and any of its political subdivisions or agencies is necessary, the institution of 
condemnation proceedings in the appropriate United States district court is 
authorized.” 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE A. BURDICK, ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF 
WILLISTON, N. DAK. 


Mr. Burpicx. I am Eugene A. Burdick, of Williston, N. Dak., and 
I appear as an official representative of the city of W illiston, and as 
an official representative of the Williston Chamber of Commerce. 

I am here to speak in behalf of the amendment offered by Senator 
Langer, cosponsored by Senator Young. 

Williston is a city of 12,000 people, situated in the headwater of 
what would be the reservoir of the Garrison Dam, located about 18 
miles east of the Montana-North Dakota State line. 

The city of Williston is the fifth largest city in the State and is 
the only major community of any size that is now adversely affected 
by the operation of Garrison Reservoir. 

The elevation at Williston, where we now take in our water supply 
is 1,831 feet above sea level, so obviously an operating pool level in 
excess of that level would mean a maximum normal operating level 
of 1,850 feet above sea level, and poses quite a problem to us. 

To the extent that the Corps of Engineers have conceded that it 
will be necessary to relocate the existing intake location for our mu- 
nicipal water supply and abandon the existing transmission line, and 
provide a new intake facility here at the Lewis and Clark Bridge, : 
distance of 414 miles from the city of Williston and which is alre: ady 
16,000 feet further aw ay than our present source of water, the exist- 
ing line is 12,000 feet in length and the new line will be 38,000 feet. 
So the Army Corps of Engineers concedes that it will be necessary to 
construct a new permanent intake facility at the Lewis and Clark 
Bridge location; and also provide a grid room and presedimentation 
based at that location, as well as an actual transmission line to provide 
for the pumping. 

They also concede that it will be necessary to provide a transmission 
line from the Lewis and Clark Bridge to our existing water plant. 
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The existing water plant, coupled with the other, provides Williston 
with a municipal water supply of 3.1 million gallons of water per day. 
That is composed of water taken from the river through a 12-inch 
line plus 2 standby wells located right at the water-treatment plant 
for which no transmission line is necessary, but the wells originally 
proposed as standby have become a part of our water-supply svstem 
and would have to be replaced, through a source of supply elsew here. 

The equivalent of the 12-inch line, plus the amount of pipe neces 
sary to carry the equivalent in water produced in the wells would be 
2 20-inch line. We are asking for a 20-inch line the equivelent of what 
we have at the present time, for a distance of 12,000 feet, and for this 
distance from 12.000 feet to 28.000 feet, we are asking for a trans- 
mission line equivelent of, or of sufficient design that we will be pro 
vided with a source of substantially equal character, as our present 
source of water is today. 

A 36-inch line has been recommended, which is virtually a friction 
point. At the quantities of water that we expect to pump, that is. 
We feel we are entitled, in addition to what the Corps of Engineers 
uses, to compensation based on the cost of a 36-inch line for the addi- 
tional distance of 16,000 feet, plus the value of a 26-inch line for a 
distance of 10,000 feet. 

Even with that, we will incur excessive pumping costs, way beyond 
our present cost at the Lewis and Clark location. We are willing 
to absorb those additional pumping costs to take our water from the 
river to the high ground bridge as part of our general obligation, if 
you want to call it that, to assist in a community way to help defray 
part of the relocation expense, but we don’t feel that we should pay for 
any additional pumping cost from the water treatment plant to be 
located here to the equivalent, for instance, at a point 12,000 feet from 
the city. 

The Corps of Engineers contend that they can protect the existing 
water location, and the immediate situation of the city, but apparently 
there is an honest difference of opinion as to whether that plant can 
be protected. 

The Public Health Service of the United States, and the State health 
department have condemned the location of a water plant protected 
by dikes. A statement will be made by our State health officer and 
by the mayor as part of his testimony which will corroborate that. 

It absolutely demonstrates to this committee that we cannot ex- 
pand the existing facilities. Our present water plant is inadequate 
for the present size of the city. It is in the heart of the Williston 
Basin, and because of the activities of steel, has grown to the point 
Where it is necessary for the city now to expand its water facilities. 

Senator Hrusna. What is the popualtion of the city of Williston ? 

Mr. Burprcx. 12,000. 

Senator Hruska. Where is the location of the dikes that you are 
speaking of ? 

Mr. Burpicx. The location is generally along this wavy line and 
the water transmission line would be behind it, but the water plant if 
left there will be behind a great portion, that is, the ground water 
table will be raised, and the Army proposes to protect that by an auxil- 
liary tank and by pumps, if necessary. 
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That is a maneuver which is questioned by the Public Health Serv- 
ice and which is condemned by the State health department, which 
contend that the protective measures are of questionable efficiency. 

Senator Hruska. Is the ground between your existing water plant 
and the dikes all low ground ? 

Mr. Burpick. Yes, the existing plant, I think, is 1,841 feet above sea 
level. 

Senator Hruska. That is the local and the clear well ? 

Mr. Burpick. Yes; that would be adversely affected by a 1,850-foot 
pool level. The corps says they can protect the existing water plant. 
The State health department says we will have to build a new one out 
here, so, as we followed the discussion, there are two agencies of the 
Government who differ as to what we must have. 

One says we must have 2 water treatment plants, and it would re- 
quire 2 water lines: 1 to carry raw water to the existing plant, and 1 
for the carriage of treated water from the new plant, both of which 
lines would be 28,000 feet in length, and a wasteful expenditure. 

Also, it would be necessary to expend something over $100,000 
just to protect the existing water plant, to say nothing of perma- 
nent maintenance of that, and the consulting engineer of the Corps 
of Engineers have recommended that the feasible, economical thing to 
do is to relocate the entire water plant at the Lewis and Clark Bridge 
site. 

Senator Kerr. How much is needed to do that ? 

Mr. Burpick. The cost which we would consider would be for a 
3.1 million gallon per day water plant—we would build a much: lar- 
ger plant to take care of our needs, and we are asking compensation 
only on the basis of the plant that we presently do have—$566,500 
for the water treatment plant; $197,340 for the 20-inch line for a dis- 
tance of 12000 feet; $216,875 for the 36-inch line for a distance of 
16,000 feet ; $13,200 for the new electrical transmission line to the site 
of the intake; $198,000 for the grid chamber, and the sedimentation 
room located at the Lewis and Clark Bridge; and $228,000 for a 1 mil- 
lion gallon daily intake. 

The reason for that size is that once constructed it cannot be en- 
larged, and it costs very little more to construct it of sufficient size 
in the beginning, to build it for the expected increase in the Jand, 
as the city of Williston grows in population. 

In our present location we do not have need for such a structure, 
but as part of the reservoir it would have to be a permanent struc- 
ture, and we think it should be of sufficient size to permit us to pump 
any amount of water that industry in this area may require without 
additional cost to the city. 

That generally covers the item of damage. We are asking for a 
total of $1,882,540. That is some three-hundred-thousand-odd dollars 
less than the proposed payment that Senator Langer proposed, and we 
are willing that the amount proposed in the bill be reduced to that fig- 
ure; and in’ doing that, as far as it is based on safe considerations (1) 
that the city is willing to absorb the additional pumping costs from the 
Garrison Dam reservoir through the new steel treatment plant, and (2) 
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if we do the work ourselves, we feel that we could do it 20 percent 
cheaper than if the contracts were let by the Corps of Engineers. 

We have also abandoned claim for several other items that we feel 
perhaps would be the result of any project such as the transportation 
of the workers, housing that would have to be provided for at the 
work location—we are willing to absorb those items as hazards of the 
new location of the plant. 

Senator Hruska. Would the project as you have recommende:| 
mean total abandonment of the existing plant ? 

Mr. Burpicr. Yes, the project we have recommended would mean 
the abandonment of the existing plant. It has been recominended 
by the Public Health Department. 

Senator Hruska. There is no salvage value? 

Mr. Burpick. No, and the existing plant is certified as usable and in 
good repair and serviceable for the type of community that they 
were installed for some 24 years ago, so we are looking for replace- 
ment which would be put back in the new location as it would be in 
the old location. 

Senator Hruska. The reservoir would stay as it is? 

Mr. Burpick. Yes, the reservoir would stay as it is. We havea 3 
million gallon storage reservoir for treated water right on the north 
side of the city of Williston at a high elevation. That would not be 
adversely affected. I have a chart which shows the daily pumping 
costs for flows of 3 million gallons per day to 36 million gallons per 
day through various pipeline sizes. I would like to file that with the 
committee. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 


Mr. Burpicx. I also have a chart of the flow diagram of the pro- 
posed water treatment plant at Williston, N. Dak. That is developed 
in a 20-inch line as against a 30-inch line in the various quantities of 
water from the new location, and we would also like to file that. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Burpicx. Also I have a statement of extra raw water pumping 
costs which would be incurred in the new intake over the om 


intake, and a schematic drawing of the friction-head in feet, showing 
intake, and down in the third line would be the equivalent of facilities 
which would have to be abandoned in the present location. 

Also I have a certified copy of the resolution adopted by the Board 
of City Commissioners in support of the figures which I have just 
given you. 

Senator Kerr. Those documents may be put into the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION BY BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS OF CITY OF WILLISTON, N. DAK. 


Whereas the maximum normal operating pool level of the reservoir of Gar- 
rison dam will render unsafe and unusable a substantial portion of the existing 
municipal water treatment system of the city of Williston, inclluding intake 
facilities, a water transmission line 12,000 feet in length from the Missouri 
River to the water plant, the presedimentation basin and grit chamber, the 


3.1 million gallons per day water treatment plant, and several stand-by wells; 
and 
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Whereas the source of supply of water for the necessary replacement water 
plant facilities recommended by both the Corps of Engineers and the consulting 
engineers of the city of Williston will be extended 16,000 feet beyond the 
present source and, in order to deliver water to the city without additiona! 
pumping and maintenance costs, it will be necessary (1) to build a permanent 
intake structure having capacity for present and foreseeable needs of consun- 
ers to be served by the city and (2) to build a new water transmission line of 
capacity (36-inch line recommended) sufficient to avoid additional pumping and 
maintenance costs from the new source to a point 12,000 feet from the city, and 

Whereas, it appears desirable to clarify the position of the city with respect 
to its claim for damages and to itemize the elements of damage to its water 
plant which it believes it will sustain by reason of the operating of the reser- 
voir of Garrison Dam: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved bythe Board of City Commissioners of the City of Williston, That 
it is the unanimous and considered judgment of the board and its consulting engi- 
neers that the damages the city will sustain by reason of the adverse effect of the 
reservoir of Garrison Dam upon the existing water treatment facilities of the 
city, considered in the light of the estimated costs of the installations reasonably 
necessary to replace its existing facilities with facilities of substantially equal 
capacity and substantially equal operating and maintenance costs for the follow- 
ing will be: 18 million gallons per intake; presedimentation basin and grit cham- 
ber; electric transmission line; 36-inch C. I. pipe 16,000 feet long; 20-inch C. I. 
pipe, 12,000 feet long ; 3.1 million gallon per day treatment plant, for the total cost 
of $1,882,540; be it further 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States be urged to appropriate suffi- 
cient funds to compensate the city for such damages as an obligation of the 
Federal Government and that a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the ap- 
propriate committees of the Congress and to our State congressional delegation. 

Dated at Williston, N. Dak., this 10th day of July 1956. 


WALTER O. BurK, 


President of the Board of City Commissioners. 
Attest: 














STATE oF NortH DAKOTA, 
County of Williams, ss: 


I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and acting city auditor of the city 
of Williston, N. Dak., hereby certify that I have compared the attached and 
foregoing with the original resolution thereof on file and of record in my office, 
and the same is a full, true and correct copy of the same. 

WITNESS my hand and the seal of said city this 12th day of July 1956. 


H. L. GRIMSTVEDT, 
City Auditor. 


Extra RAw WATER PUMPING Cost 


Extra static pumping head for raw water at bridge plant site over present plant 
site is approximately 30 feet. 


Cost for lifting water 30 feet at 1 cent per kilowatt-hour 





] 
Million gallons per day | Per day Per year || Million gallons per day | Perday | Per year 
7 pea ares Ye vicky. Sit oa ee er feeteeesesi alt: ees 
. | $3.78 | $1,379.70 || 24... ' $30.24 | $11, 037. 60 
6. | 7.86 | 2; 759.40 || 30... | 37.80 | 13,797.00 
12. 15.12 5, 518.80 || 36__- ok : wl 6526 16, 556. 40 
} | 


T en een ras re 8, 278. 20 
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Daily pumping costs for flows of 3 to 36 million gallons per day through various 
pipeline sizes 


Flow (million gallons per day) 
Pipe size 
(inches) 


18 
| 


$14.11 | $100.77 $730.62 |......._- 
4.41 | 34. 26 248.41 |____. 
.76 | 14.11 100. 77 $322. 00 


4.53 | 33. 76 106. 00 $246.00 | $466.00 | $730. 00 


14. 11 | 44. 60 101. 00 189. 00 318. 00 
| | 


Senator Kerr. Do you have a statement from your public-health 
department ? 

Mr. Burpicx. That will be presented by the mayor. 

Senator Kerr. I am going to suggest, Senator Young, that in the 
matter of time, unless there is some new material by the other wit- 
nesses, that they file their statements. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, may we call on 2 witnesses for a 
l-minute statement each ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Burvicx. Thank you very much, Senator Kerr. ; 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Burdick. We are glad to have 
you this morning. 

Senator Youna. The next witness is Mayor Walter Burk of Willis- 
ton, N. Dak. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER 0. BURK, MAYOR, 
WILLISTON, N. DAK. 


Mayor Burk. Mr. Chairman, I should like to make a very short 
statement this morning. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Walter O. 
Burk. I am the mayor of the city of Williston, where I have prac- 
ticed law for the past 28 years. 

My community is an agricultural community. Our two principal 
farm products are small grains and livestock. Our livestock feed 
supply has been supplemented by the hay produced on the Missouri 
River bottom, in addition to two irrigation projects. The Garrison 
Reservoir is flooding 90,000 acres of our Missouri River bottom land. 
The United States will flood the Lewis and Clark irrigation project 
and a part of the Buford-Trenton project. 

Garrison Reservoir, therefore, creates a great economic loss to our 
community. We are not asking for compensation for this economic 
loss. 

In the opinion of the Williston city government, the amount that 
Judge Burdick has discussed will compensate our city and fulfill the 
legal obligation of the Federal Government. The new water plant 
that we will require will cost more than this amount. The city of 
Williston offers to pay the difference. 

Attached to this statement you will find two letters from the United 
States Public Health Service, which represents its attitude, and a 
statement from the State Health Department of North Dakota. 

You will note from the statement of the State Health Department 
of North Dakota that it is opposed to the expansion of our present 
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water treatment at its present site. Under the laws of North Dakota 
we cannot expand our water plant without the approval of the Health 
Department of North Dakota. 

Since the State Health Department of North Dakota refuses to per- 
mit the city to expand our water plant at its present location, we have 
no choice but to move that plant. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some papers here, an office memorandum, and 
a report from the United States Public Health Service which I would 
like to have incorporated into the record. 

Senator Kerr. Without objection, that may be put in the record at 
this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


UNITED STATES GOVERN MENT, 
DHEW Rearon VI, 


. Kansas City, Mo., April 20, 1950. 
Office memorandum. 


To: Chief, Division of SES, BSS, PHS. 
(Attention, Chief, water supply and water pollution control program) 
From: WS and WPC activities. 
Subject: Williston, N. Dak., municipal waterworks as influenced by Garrison 
Reservoir. 

My report to the Corps of Engineers, dated January 10, 1956, relative the above- 
captioned subject has been reviewed in light of the March 1956 report on this 
matter by consultants to the Corps of Engineers. My report would have been 
improved if the phrase “the possibility of’ had been inserted in line 7, paragraph 
2, page 2, preceding the words “high ground water levels.” 

The consultants’ report allows no value for the existing well system, which is 
used to supply water as needed above the peak plant capacity of 1.6 million 
gallons per day, on the basis that well water does not meet Public Health Service 
drinking-water standards for chemical quality. These standards are intended 
to reflect desirable quality, and do not establish prohibitive limits. Many 
municipalities in North Dakota of necessity depend wholly upon water supplies 
that have greater concentrations of dissolved solids, sulfates, hardness, alka- 
linity, and iron than does water from the municipal wells at Williston. Dilution 
of well water with treated river water provides substantial reduction in the 
concentration of objectional chemical constituents. The mixing of 1.6 million 
gallons per day of surface water with a maximum of 1.5 million gallons per 
day of well water provides dilution which results in essential compliance of 
the blended water with Public Health Service drinking-water standards. The 
wells thus make possible an important increase in plant output during critical 
periods that would remain available to an enlarged facility at this location. 
The wells also have value as an emergency or standby facility. 

The consultants’ report is predicated upon unquestioned reliance and complete 
dependability of the proposed protective works, this qualification being stated 
several times in the report. While I have the greatest respect for the competence 
of the Corps of Engineers in the design and construction of these works, I doubt 
that the degree of protection against high ground or floodwater levels in this 
instance is wholly consistent with the degree of safety currently demanded for 
public water supplies. 

My opinion remains that Garrison Reservoir and attendant works make the 
existing water plant less susceptible to satisfactory enlargement than previously 
existed. 

GLEN J. HopxKINs, 
Sanitary Engineer Director. 





Report OF EvaLuaTion—Wuuiston, N. Dax., MunicrpAL WATERWORKS AS 
INFLUENCED BY CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF GARRISON RESERVOTR, 
JANUARY 10, 1956 

INTRODUCTION 


A reconnaissance review of the Williston, N. Dak., municipal water supply as 
influenced by the Garrison project was made on December 20-21, 1955. The 
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review was largely restricted to sanitary engineering features. Acknowledge 
ment is made that engineering and other pertinent data were obtained principally 
from the Corps of Engineers, the North State Department of Health, and repre- 
sentatives of the city of Williston. 


BACKGROUND INFORMATION 


The Missouri River serves as the principal source of Williston’s water supply. 
A single 12-inch line extends from the intake structure into the river channel 
Two intake pumps have a rated capacity of 700 and 1,000 gallons per minute, 
respectively. A 12-inch line serves the treatment plant about 12,000 feet away. 
The treatment plant is of conventional design, constructed in 1932. Twin 
settling basins, having a total capacity approximating 1.5 million gallons per 
day, are provided with desilting drains. Water is pumped from sedimentation 
to mixing basins served by mechanical chemical feeders, then to a Dorr-type 
clarifier 26 feet by 26 feet by 10 SWD. This is followed by a second sedi- 
mentation basin and rapid sand filters discharging into 2 clear wells having a 
total capacity of about 0.5 million gallons per day. High service pumps have 
rated capacities of 500, 700, and 900 gallons per minute, respectively. 

The treatment plant has a rated capacity of 1.17 million gallons per day 
based upon the conventional operating rate of 2 gallons per square foot per 
minute. This permits temporary operation at a rate of about 1.6 million 
gallons per day. <A system of wells, discharging either to treated water storage 
or for processing through the plant, provide additional water approximating 
1.5 million gallons per day. Maximum actual daily delivery of treated water 
to system storage is reported as 3.1 million gallons per day. ‘The floor elevation 
of the treatment plant approximates 1.850. 

Williston had a 1950 population of 7,387. Rapid growth has occurred since 
development of petroleum resources in the Williston Basin was initiated. 
Williston serves a wide trade area in which the Williston Bisin oil development 
is centered. On December 21, the mayor reported the present population to 
approximate 12,000. This growth has taxed the municipal water plant and 
rationing of water has been necessary on occasions. Municipal officials expect 
added population increase and anticipated industrial development to substan- 
tially add to present water demands in the very near future. From limited 
observations and contact with State and local representatives, it is concluded 
that Williston has reasonable prospect for growth and development at a rate 
somewhat higher than is expected to prevail for the State of North Dakota. 


INFLUENCE OF GARRISON RESERVOIR UPON EXISTING FACILITIES 


Intake and raw water transmission line 

The existing intake is located at a point where extensive silt deposits are 
expected to develop from reservoir operation. Siltation would seriously com- 
plicate use of the existing intake, and in all probability make it inoperative. 
The most reasonable alternative appears to be relocation of the intake structure 
at a point upstream from heavy silt deposition. The logical point of relocation 
seems to be the restricted channel where Highway 85 crosses the Missouri River. 
Relocation of the intake to this point would require about 28,000 feet of trans- 
mission line to serve the existing water plant located at the edge of town. 


Treatment plant 


A relocated intake and a new transmission line would permit continued oper- 
ation of the existing plant, if levees are provided with an extensive system of 
interior drainage by pumping. Levees and interior drainage will be necessary 
for reasons other than continued operation of the existing water plant. As 
the present plant is admittedly inadequate for current needs, thought has 
been given to its enlargement. Much of the duplicated facility would of 
necessity be subjected to high ground water levels, particularly at times when 
pool level of Garrison Reservoir approaches the 1,850 level. It is a general 
sanitary engineering practice to require that all portions of new waterworks 
construction, involving purified or partially purified water not subject to posi- 
tive pressure, be located above anticipated ground water levels. This is intended 
to preclude the possibility of unpurified water entering the facility in the form 
of seepage through cracks, construction joints, and similar defects. A new 
plant providing this safeguard would require special precautionary measures 
that would essentially result in two separate and distinct water plants, rather 
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than the integrated operation of the new and old portions as a single facility. 
The State department of health has recommended against enlargement of the 
existing facility, but has advised that its continued utilization will not be 
opposed. This action is considered consistent with normal State health de- 
partment procedures and general sanitary engineering practice. 

Without question the Garrison project has made the existing water plant much 
less susceptible to satisfactory enlargement. 

The two factors, unsuitability of the present plant for satisfactory enlarge- 
ment, and its current inadequacy, in combination, make it advisable that a new 
water plant be constructed at a different location. 


Opinion regarding individual segments of waterworks replacement facilities 


Raw water intake.—The present intake consists of one 12-inch pipe into the 
river. A new facility having two inlet pipes would be highly desirable. An 
intake adequate for the maximum anticipated future needs of the city would 
cost but little more than a facility designed only for present needs. The larger 
facility would be consistent with sound engineering practice. As the cost of 
the larger facility will not be materially higher, it is recommended that the 
intake structure and structure-to-river piping permit an ultimate capacity of 
12 to 18 million gallons through future addition of more or larger pumps. 

Transmission line —Like the intake structure, a transmission line is not 
susceptible to future enlargement without virtual duplication of the original 
expenditure. Substantial increase in capacity can be obtained with only moder- 
ate increases in original construction costs. Good engineering practice thus 
dictates that a transmission line be made adequate to meet any increased demand 
that may be reasonably anticipated. We are of the opinion that the line as 
constructed should permit transmission at a rate of (a) 6 million gallons per 
day with reasonable pumping costs, (b) 9 million gallons per day without ex- 
cessive costs and (c) up to 12 million gallons per day for short periods of 
time without exorbitant costs. 

The following tabulation lists friction losses for 28,000 feet of transmission 
line of various sizes under several pumping rates. 











Friction loss in 28,000 feet of pipe 
(C=140] 





















Pumping rate in million gallons 
per day 
Pipe size (inches) 


A 20-inch line is recommended as providing a proper balance of reasonable 
first cost, economical pumping, and future increase in water demand. 


WATER-PURIFICATION PLANT 
(a) Type 

Until recent years water plants handling Missouri River water were required 
to provide presedimentation, chemical mixing, long-term coagulation and floccu- 
lation, sedimentation, filtration, chlorination, and finished water storage. Wil- 
liston’s plant is of this type, and in addition, provides fluoridation, softening, 
and stabilization. 

In recent years treatment has been somewhat modified to permit less costly 
facilities. The sludge-blanket type of plant, which concentrates coagulation, 
flocculation, and clarification in a single unit, has become accepted. While con- 
siderable less in original cost, this process requires close chemical balance and 
more expert operation. As the process may be thrown out of balance with 
changes in raw water quality, these plants were long considered applicable only 
for the treatment of ground water, where chemical character, temperature, and 
turbidity are quite uniform. Adaptation of this process to surface waters of 


variable characteristics has been successful where competent operation and close 
supervision is provided. 
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The sludge blanket-upflow process should be acceptable at Williston if need 
is recognized for continuously providing competent supervision and operation, 


(b) Capacity 

The present water system, when producing 3.1 million gallons per day, was 
inadequate to meet peak demands during the summer of 1955. Rationing of 
water was necessary. It is thus obvious that current needs can be met only 
through a eapacity of approximately 4 million gallons per day. Provision for 
reasonable expansion would require about 5 million gallons per day of capacity. 
In view of the Williston Basin development and resultant expectant growth of 
the city, a 6-million-gallon-per-day plant would not be unreasonable at this time. 

Needs above this level would develop in the unpredictable future. In our 
opinion, they could best be met by additions to an original plant of five or six 
million gallons per day capacity. Any waterworks facility constructed today 
should be designed with ultimate enlargement contemplated. We recommend 
that consideration be given to a plant designed for 5 million gallons per day at 
the conventional rate of 2 gallons per square foot per minute of filter area, with 
provision for peak overloading to 6 million gallons per day. 
(c) Federal responsibility 

Determination of the degree or extent of Federal responsibility for the new 
plant would be exceedingly difficult, and will not be attempted here. Two param- 
eters are, however, obvious: (a) The Garrison project has rendered the existing 
treatment plant less suitable for enlargement than previously prevailed, and 
(b) provision of an entirely new facility, at a new location and of capacity 
adequate for reasonable future needs, would constitute a replacement facility 
greatly above the level of replacement without betterment. 

Respectfully submitted. 

GLEN J. HOPKINS, 
Sanitary Engineer Director. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIS VAN HEUVELEN, Director, DIVISION OF WATER SUPPLY AND 
POLLUTION CONTROL ON THE RELOCATION OF THE WILLISTON, N. DAak., WATER- 
TREATMENT PLANT, JULY 14, 1956 


The North Dakota State Department of Health, by State law, has jurisdiction 
in the approval of plans and specifications for any additions or replacements to 
a municipal water system or treatment plant. Plans for such facilities must 
be approved before construction begins. Accordingly, our department has a 
legal responsibility, as well as a public-health obligation, in the case of a safe 
water supply for Williston, N. Dak. Our position, after due consideration of 
many technical questions, can be plainly pointed out in the following three 
statements: 

(1) We feel expansion of the Williston, N. Dak., water-treatment plant at its 
present location is poor engineering, very undesirable, and is against the estab- 
lished approval policy of our department. 

(2) The present water-treatment plant is inadequate to serve the needs of 
the city of Williston and must be expanded. Until such time as this can be 
accomplished, we will permit operation at the present site. Although we do not 
feel that the present location of the plant when diked is desirable, we would 
hardly be justified in requiring discontinuation of its operation so long as it is 
capable of doing a satisfactory job. 

(3) If any proposal of supplementary diking for the water plant as a means 
of protecting and insuring a safe water supply were considered, we agree that, if 
properly constructed, this would remove many of the hazards of the present site 
and then meet our qualified approval. However, in our opinion, this is poor 
engineering and strongly urge that a secondary dike not be built. The cost of 
building (approximately $100,000) and maintaining this extra dike is poor busi- 
ness. In the matter of health, we want the best installations possible. Why 
locate a plant in an area that admittedly needs protection when another very 
desirable site is readily available? If the plant were double diked it would be 
necessary to include an extensive dewatering system within these dikes. This 
would involve a continuing operation expense to the Federal Government. Plant 
construction costs would also be higher in this area because special precautionary 
measures in plant design and construction would be required. Our objection is 
not to the site as such, but to the placing of a water plant behind a levee or dike 
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and depending on such for protection against flooding. This is not good public- 
health practice and is contrary to our regulations. 

One of the most important aspects of the decisions regarding the site of a 
water-treatment plant at Williston has to de with public health and the approval 
of the plans and specifications by the North Dakota State Department of Health. 
Brief investigations of this problem have been made by parties without consider- 
ation of State law, health-department rules and regulations, and the attitudes 
of health officials of North Dakota. After construction of such a plant, it will 
operate to produce water for many years. During this time, it will be the re- 
sponsibility of our department to make certain that a pure product is given to 
the people of Williston. To assure that this long-time operation will be satis- 
factory, this department believes that the plant should be located in an area 
where health hazards will not exist. 


No compromise should be made in the matter of health. No doubt a few 
dollars can be saved by expanding facilities at the present site. However, when 
dealing with an essential item such as pure drinking water, we cannot gamble 
with safety. If double dikes are necessary at the present site of the water plant, 
we are admitting a health hazard, and must recognize that during extreme con- 
ditions, a possibility of flooding exists. Our department, when considering the 
requirements for a safe water supply for 12,000 people, wants a water-treatment 


plant located in a secure area where flooding is not a problem, even in the 
extreme conditions. 


W. VAN HEUVELEN, 
Director, Division of Water Supply and Pollution Control. 
Mr. Burke. I should like to call to the attention of the committee, 
one statement in the report of Mr. Hopkins, in which he is referring 
to the consultant report of the Army engineers. Mr. Hopkins states: 


I doubt that the degree of protection against high ground or floodwater levels 
is wholly consistent with the degree of safety currently demanded for public 


water supplies. 

So, briefly, we are in the position of having the United States Public 
Health Service and the State health department stating that that is 
not sufficient, to enlarge our present plant, and the Army engineers 
say you must keep it there. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Youne. The next witness is Mr. Harry Polk, editor and 
publisher of the Williston Herald. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY POLK, EDITOR AND PUBLISHER, 
WILLISTON HERALD, WILLISTON, N. DAK. 


Mr. Pork. Mr. Chairman, it is a very real personal pleasure con- 
nected with appearing before your committee, because you undoubt- 
edly recall when I happened to be president of the National Reclama- 
tion Association, at our convention in Oklahoma City, you were the 
chief speaker, and so I am confident you recall it very much. 

I think it is extremely courteous of you to hear us this morning, 
and all I want to do is call your attention to Public Law 534 of the 78th 
Congress, which dealt with the authorization for construction of public 
works for flood control and for other purposes, and has to do with that 
matter. 

One thing I wanted to call particular attention to is the amend- 
ment, the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to which I should like 
to refer, which says as follows: 

(b) The use for navigation, in connection with the operation and mainte- 
nance of such works herein authorized for construction, of waters rising in 


States lying wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian, shall be only such 
use as does not conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, present or future, 
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in States lying whoily or partly west of the 98th meridian, of such waters for 
domestic, municipal, stock water, irrigation, mining. or industrial purpose. 

North Dakota does lie west of the 98th meridian, and the provision 
definitely states that such use shall not conflict with the use of the 
water for domestic, municipal, or industrial purposes. 

We contend, Mr. Chairman, that it is in direct contradiction to the 
O*’Mahoney-Millikin amendment because of the fact that it has an 
admittedly adverse effect on our city and our domestic water supply. 

The very fact that the Government is now pursuing an irrigation 
purposes study is an admission that it has an adverse effect on our ir- 

rigation problems, which we are going to mention, and then the very 
fact that dikes are proposed to protect the e ity, and the fact that health 
department does not approve indicates very clearly that that is very 
much contradictory to the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment. 

I merely wanted to get that into the statement. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a further statement there that you 
would like to file? 

Mr. Poix. I would like to reserve the right. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, you may. 

Senator Young. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
want to thank you for giving us this time, and hope you will act 
favorably and in line with other amendments which I got in the 
(lownstream amendments. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator Young, and your fine witnesses 
from North Dakota. 

We will now hear from the Corps of Engineers on projects which 
were listed on yesterday’s agenda, and coming on through those to 
today’s agenda. 

I believe No. 1 is the Missouri River at Williston, with reference 
to relocation of the water supplies. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. EMERSON C. ITSCHNER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


General IrscuNer. This amendment to H. R. 12080 is identical 
with H. R. 10990, upon which we testified before the House Public 
Works Committee earlier this summer. The Department of the Army 
is opposed to the amendment. 

It takes this position regretfully in view of the splendid spirit of 
cooperation and helpfulness and friendliness that we have had from 
Senators Young and Langer, and Congressman Burdick and the peo- 
ple of Williston and the officials of that town. 

The purpose of the bill is to provide for the payment by the Corps 
of Engineers to the city of Williston for the construction or provision 
of water supplies and water treatment facilities at a cost not to exceed 
$2,200,000 as compensation for the alleged damage to existing facili- 
ties as a result of the construction and operation of Garrison Dam. 
This amount would provide a completely new water intake and raw 
water main with a capacity of 36 million gallons per day, and a de- 
silting basin, grit chamber and water treatment plant with a capacity 
of 6 million gallons per day. 

The Chief of Engineers has proposed and has the authority and 
funds to provide a new water intake and raw water main, which pro- 
posal would constitute an equitable and reasonable settlement for re- 
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placement of facilities affected by the Garrison project. The esti- 
mated cost of this work is $686,000. You will notice that the Corps 
of Engineers does not propose to provide a new water treatment plant. 
The capacity of this system would be 3 million gallons per day, and 
it would include an intake in the river, a wet well on the bank, a grit 
chamber, mechanical desilting facilities, and a 16-inch cast iron raw 
water main. 

This proposed work constitutes a generous settlement when it is 
realized that the facilities replaced consist of a 1,600,000-gallon-per- 
day intake and raw-water main 12 inches in diameter, constructed in 
large part of pipe inferior to the cast-iron pipe proposed as a substi- 
tute. However, the improvement is justified as compensation for the 
longer distance water must be pumped in the replacement system. The 
existing system also has 2 wells which are used only when water con- 
sumption is high to produce 1,500,000 gallons per day. These wells 
will still be operable after Garrison Dam is in operation. 

Senator Kerr. You tell us that insofar as whatever supply they 
may have had from their water wells, it will be just as available to 


them after the dam is in operation as it was prior to the installation of 
the dam? 


General IrscHner. That is correct. 

Senator Hruska. May I inquire into that now / 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Hrusxa. In that connection, General, what about the re- 
ports of the health departments which will not permit them to use 
those wells? There was testimony here that the United States Public 
Health Service said they cannot use those wells. 

Senator Kerr. I thought the health prohibitions against their other 
water supply was aside from the wells. 

Senator Hruska. I think it included the wells because they were 
in the same area. The result, as I understood it—I wouldn’t want to 
be bound by it—my recollection of the testimony was that there was 
total prohibition of the use of the existing water plant by the two 
health departments. Have you any comment on that, General ? 

General Irscuner. Our understanding is that the State of North 
Dakota health department declared that they would not permit the 
expansion of the present plant in its present location. It is acknow]l- 
edged that the present plant is inadequate even at this time and should 
be expanded. 

As far as the existing plant is concerned, they would permit the 
existing plant to remain in operation. 

Senator Hruska. I don’t recall that the witnesses yesterday put 
into the record the ruling or the communication from the North Da- 
kota public health service department or from the United States Pub- 
lic Health Service. If they have not, may I suggest, Mr. Chairman, 
that they be procured and put into the record so that we may put our 
own construction on those rulings rather than depend upon someone 
else’s views. 

Senator Kerr. By all means. 

General IrscHoner. We have them. 

Senator Kerr. Will you put them into the record ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

(The above-mentioned letter is as follows :) 
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Aveust 17, 1955 
Rn. D. FIELD, 
Chief, Engineering Division, 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
Garrison District, Riverdale, N. Dak. 

DEAR Sir: We have your letter of August 5, 1955, which refers to our letter of 
November 29, 1954, pertaining to the water and sewage facilities at Williston, 
N. Dak. In your letter you review comments and conclusions arrived at in our 
previous letter and request that we answer, if possible, with a definite statement 
as to Whether the expansion of the water-treatment plant at its present location 
would be prohibited by the State. 

W feel that this is, to a certain extent, a hypothetical question, and certainly 
hope that it never gets to a point where the State health department and the 
State water-conservation commission must take legal action to prohibit the city of 
Williston from expanding their water-treatment facilities at their present site. 
It has never been necessary in the history of the State health department, at 
least to my knowledge, to become involved in any litigation with any North 
Dakota community in order to force them to build the type of plant we recom 
mend, whether it be a water plant or facilities for sewage treatment. We feel 
that good sound engineering principles in the field of sanitation are easy to jus- 
tify, and it is usually not difficult to make a city commission go along with that 
philosophy. You can see, therefore, that you are asking the State health depart- 
ment and the water-conservation commission to commit themselves on an action 
in the case of Williston that has never been taken before in the history of the 
State. Asa result, we have no precedent on which to make a statement, and we 
see no reason in this instance why it should ever come to a point of actually pro- 
hibiting the city from acting contrary to sound engineering recommendations. 
We can, however, be very definite in the statement that we would not approve the 
expansion of the present water-treatment facility at its present location in Willis- 
ton, and even though we do not question the corps’ ability to design adequate pro- 
tective works around the city, the plant would still be located within a confined 
drainage and reservoir area that must be pumped out. It will also be located 
unnecessary below maximum pool levels. 

Actually you can put no interpretation on this letter except that we would use 
every reasonable means to prohibit the expansion of this plant at its present 
site. 

Sincerely, 
M110 Holsveen, 
Secretary and Chief Engineer 
(For the State Water Conservation Commission). 
JEROME H. Svore, 
Director of Public Health 
(For the State Department of Health). 


Senator Hruska. Have you any comment on the United States 
Public Health Service ? 

General IrscHNER. Yes, sir. I would like to read one small section 
of their letter on the subject. 

This is their conclusion as to Federal responsibility. They conclude 
as follows: 

Provision of an entirely new facility at a new location, and of capacity ade- 
quate for reasonable future needs, would constitute a replacement facility greatly 
above the level of “replacement without betterment.” 

Senator Hruska. What do they say in that report? That is, the 
United States Public Health Service. 

General Irscuner. This particular report is signed by Mr. Glen J. 
Hopkins, sanitary engineer, Director of the United States Public 
Health Service in that region, placed in the record yesterday. 

Senator Hruska. What does his communication say with reference 
to the existing facilities for water? 

Senator Kerr. The continued use. 

81980—56——10 
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General Irscuner. It says: * 


The Garrison project has rendered the existing treatment plant less suitable 
for enlargement than previously prevailed. 

Senator Hruska. Does he say expressly they would not object to its 
continued use ¢ 

General IrscrNer. He doesn’t say that. 

Senator Hruska. I think that ought to be determined. 

Senator Kerr. Does he say it shouldn't be continued to be used at 
present capacity? Is there anything in either report which condemns 
or indicates the inadvisability of the continued use of the present 
facility or any part of it at its present capacity ? 

General Irscuner. I do know that the State of North Dakota Pub- 
lic Health Service feels that any water-treatment plant back of a levee 
constitutes a hazard to the health of a community. We, of course, 
having had much experience in the lower Mississippi Valley, do not 
concur in that conclusion. 

We did retain a firm of very eminent engineers, the firm of Horner & 
Shifrin, of St. Louis, to investigate this matter to see whether there 
really was a hazard to the health of the community in using the exist- 
ing plant, or even in expanding the existing plant after Garrison 
Reservoir is filled. I think it would be well, sir, if you would like, to 
have me incorporate in the record the conclusions only of that report. 
They are rather short. I could read them. I would like to tell you 
just the principal thing that they concluded, and that was in answer 
to a request that they determine whether construction and operation 
of the Garrison Reservoir project would adversely affect the continued 
operation of the existing city-owned water-treatment plant. The con- 
sultants reported that they do not consider that the construction and 
operation of the Garrison Reservoir project would adversely affect 
the continued operation of the existing Williston water-treatment 
plant with the new intake facility basin and raw water line that we 
propose to furnish. 

Senator Kerr. Would that improvement that you propose to fur- 
nish take the water to the location of the present plant, or would it 

bypass it ? 
‘General Irscuner. It would take it to the location of the present 
plant. 

Senator Kerr. Is that what the Health Department of North 
Dakota advises against ? 

General Irscuner. The Health Department of North Dakota, sir, 
does advise against expanding the plant in its present location. 

Senator Kerr. That would be an expansion ? 

General Irscuner. Not necessarily. We feel that they could use 
the existing plant in its present location, supplemented in summertime 
by the capacity of the two wells in their present location to furnish 
all the water that they now have. We do recognize that the city is 
growing and that in the near future they will have to expand their 
water-treatment plant. They would anyway, whether the project 
were built or not. They feel that if they do expand the plant, and 
in view of the objection of the North Dakota Public Health Service, 
they must site the expansion to the plant in a new location. Therefore, 
they will be operating two plants with increased operating costs. 
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Senator Hruska. What does your firm of engineers, retained by 

you, say W ith reference to expansion of that p lant ¢ 
~ General Irscunrr. We — d them that question, to determine the 
feasibility of expanding the existing facilities at their present location. 
They say: 

From a public-health standpoint. and in recognition of the fact there is ade- 
quate space available at the site, the consultants consider that it is feasible 
expand the existing facilities at their present locatio 

Senator Hruska. It is feasible physically. Would it be desirable 
from a sanitation and health standpoint ¢ 

General Irscuner. That is what I think they meant, sir, because 
they discuss it in their report, indicating that they feel that there is 
no objec tion from a public-health standpoint. ‘They say so. 

Senator Hruska. One would think if the continued use of the 
premises there now would be not in violation of health standards, that 
by making it larger there would not be any violations of desirable 
health standards. Is that right? 

General Ivscuner. That is what we feel, sir. After we came to 
on conclusion we hired this firm of very eminent engineers from 

. Louis, Mr. W. W. Horner being one of the outstanding engineers 
- this type of engineering work in the country. He came to the 
same conclusion. 

However, I can understand the position of the North Dakota Public 
Health Servce because they are not accustomed to having plants located 
back of levees, and they are afraid that the levees will be overtopped 
some day and, if they ever are, there is no question about it, there would 
be a great hazard to the health of the community. 

We feel that the chances of such an occurrence are very, very slight. 
In fact, we feel that it is less apt to occur than flooding of the existing 
plant under natural river conditions. 

If I may continue a little bit, 1 can cover that very point a little 
more. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

General ItscHner. The Chief of Engineers considers that there is 
no justification for the replacement of the water-treatment plant, al- 
though the Health Department of the State of North Dakota contends 
that the site of the existing plant is not suitable for use or for cur- 
rently needed expansion because they feel it is poor practice to have 
a water-treatment plant behind a levee, even though water is against 
the levee less than 5 percent of the time. It should be realized that 
this plant and the entire town of Williston is at the upper extremity 
of the Garrison Reservoir and therefore the water does not back up 
to the town very often. 

The State’s position is predicated on the remote possibility that 
the levees could be overtopped, thus contaminating the water supply 
and putting the treatment plant out of service. Actually, without 
the reservoir, floods could render the plant inoperative. The outlet 
of the treatment plant will be flooded from interior damage only one- 
third as frequently with the protection proposed as it would under 
natural river conditions. You see, the flooding after the levees are 
put in place will be due to interior water which has to be pumped out, 
and would be pumped out, but in an excessive rain there would be some 
backwater there before the pumps could pump that water out from 
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back of the levees. That flooding would have a frequency which 
would be only one-third as great as under natural river conditions. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, they had that same danger prior to 
the installation of the levees ? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. Three times as great a chance prior 
to the installation of the levees. 

Senator Kerr. And, of course, the contamination by water from 
that source would be a minor problem compared to what it would be 
if the levee overflowed and the river came in there ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. There was no levee there at all 
prior to the construction of the Garrison Dam. We shall start the 
construction of that levee very soon. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hruska. On the map yesterday they indicated the location 
of a new plant which they could use to the exclusion of the present 
plant. Does the location of the new plant have any of the defects 
that this one has? 

General ItscHner. No, sir. The new plant would be very much 
more desirable than the existing plant. 

Senator Hruska. Is it on a higher elevation ¢ 

General Irscuner. It is at a higher level; yes, sir. It is on a bench 
in a fine location. If a new plant were to be built, it should be built 
as they propose it. In fact, the whole system should be built along 
the lines they suggest. 

Senator Kerr. Is the authorization they seek enough to pay the 
total cost of the proposed new plant? 

General Irscuner. The authorization that they seek, for $2,200,000, 
would pay for a 6 million gallon per day entirely new treatment plant. 
In addition to that a 36 million gallon per day intake and a pumping 
station; a6 million gallon per day mechanical presedimentation basin, 
and a 36-inch transmission line from the intake to the plant. 

Senator Kerr. The reduction of the authorizing from $2.2 million 
to $1.82 million, what reduction does that make if any in the figures or 
in the specifications you related ? 

General IrscHneEr. I am not sure, sir, what that reduction would 
be designed to delete from the project as I outlined it to you. If the 
plant were reduced from a 6 million gallon per day 

Senator Kerr. Right there, what does their present plant supply 
them ¢ 

General Irscuner. Their present plant actually supplies approxi- 
mately 1,600,000 gallons per day, and with the wells the capacity is 
3,100,000 gallons per day. 

Senator Hruska. That is its maximum capacity ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. The wells are used only in the ex- 
tremely hot and dry weather in the summer. 

Senator Kerr. Do the same dangers exist with reference to con- 
tamination of the water in those wells as exists with reference to the 
contamination of their other water supply under the conditions you 
propose, being back of the levee? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We feel that there is no greater chance 
of contamination of the wells. 

Senator Kerr. Is there as great a chance of contamination of the 
water ? 
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General IrscuNer. We think it would be about the same. Possibly 
a little less after our project is in operation. 

Senator Kerr. What would it cost to give them a new system sup- 
plying them 3,100,000 gallons a day? Approximately. 

General Irscuner. It will be $1,372,000, according to our estimates. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, if an authorization of $1,372,000 were 
made, that would completely replace their present facility with one of 
equal capacity and with the additional advantage of its being entirely 
new and of better quality than the one they have? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. And in addition the intake would be 
for 12 million gallons per day instead of 3 million gallons per day, 
which is sound from an engineering standpoint. You should con- 
struct your intake large enough to take care of future requirements. 

Senator Hruska. Would that include the transmission line? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. How big a transmission line? 

General Irscuner. Twenty-four-inch transmission line. 

Senator Hruska. Which is more than they have now? 

General Irscuner. They have a 12-inch line now. But there should 
be some compensation to them. And the reason we offered to install a 
16-inch transmission line was because of the added length which they 
would be required to pump. 

Senator Kerr. They would have an added expense in pumping but 
if provision were made to replace it with an entirely new facility of 
equal capacity they would still have their present facility for what- 
ever it was worth ; wouldn’t they ? 

General Irscuner. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Hruska. They said in their testimony they would aban- 
don it. 

General IrscuNner. I am sure they would because of the increased 
costs of operating two facilities. 

Senator Hruska. They can’t duplicate operating costs. 

General Irscuner. That’s right. 

Senator Hruska. We heard a lot of testimony yesterday. My mem- 
ory may not be too accurate. But I thought I understood them to 
say that they would ask for an amount sufficient to duplicate in the 
new location what they have now by way of capacity, and that they 
would take care of the excess cost for the greater capacity which they 
are asking. 

Senator Kerr. I think the only thing they agreed to do—you correct 
me if I am wrong in this—they agreed to assume the burden of the 
operation and the pumping which they said would exceed that of 
their present operation. Is that the way you understood it? 

General I'rscuner. I thought that was true, that they would assume 
that added cost of operation. 

Senator Kerr. They were asking us for an operation, as I under- 
stood it, to replace the present facility with one that would be of 
substantially greater capacity than the one they have. 

Will you put into the record the exact language of the critical 
paragraphs in the report of the United States Public Health Service 
and the North Dakota Health Service? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; those statements have previously been 
furnished for the record. 
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Senator Hruska. And the consulting engineers which had been 
engaged by you. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

(The excerpts referred to are as follows :) 


Extracts from the report of Horner & Shifrin, consulting engineers, on the 
possible effect of Garrison Reservoir on the Williston, N. Dak., water-treatment 
plant (report dated March 21, 1956) : 

“It is the consultants’ judgment that there is relatively little danger to the 
plant due to internal flooding or failure of the levee system” (par. 6, p. 15). 

“* * * an analysis * * * shows that about 40 percent of the time the natural 
river would have produced ground-water levels at the plant higher than pro- 
duced by the ponding behind the levee. It also shows that the maximum level 
of water surface to which the plant might be exposed will be less with the 
Garrison project since the maximum ponding level is expected to be 1843.38, 
whereas the maximum Missouri River flood has been on the order of 1847.5” 
(p. 190). 

“The consultants do not consider that the construction and operation of the 
Garrison Reservoir project by the Federal Government will adversely affect 
the continued operation of the existing Williston water-treatment plant with 
the new intake, desilting basin, and raw waterline as proposed. 

“The consultants do not consider that ground-water conditions will be ad- 
versely affected by the project to such an extent as to constitute a sanitary 
hazard at the plant, creating the likelihood of ground-water infiltration into 
the clear-water storage reservoirs of the plant. 

“Actually, they consider that the highest ground-water levels will be reduced 
because the ponding levels in the interior of the protected areas which con- 
stitute the level of relief of ground water will be lower than the flood levels 
occurring with the natural river. 

“The consultants do not consider that the possibility of overtopping of the 
levee or of internal flood is sufficient to condemn the site. 

“From a public-health standpoint, and in recognition of the fact that there 
is adequate space available at the site, the consultants consider that it is 
feasible to expand the existing facilities at their present location.” 

General Irscuner. I might read this one portion of the letter writ- 
ten by Mr. Jerome Svore, director of public health of the State of 
North Dakota, to Mr. Fields, of the Corps of Engineers at Garrison, 
who was engaged in this study... He concludes as follows: 

We can, however, be very definite in the statement that we would not approve 
the expansion of the present water treatment facility at its present location in 
Williston, and even though we do not question the corps’ ability to design adequate 
protective works around the city, the plant would still be located within a con- 
tined drainage and reservoir area that must be pumped out. It will also be lo- 
cated unnecessarily below maximum pool levels. 

Senator Kerr. Who said that? 


General Irscuner. The director of public health of the State of 
North Dakota. He also said: 


In your letter you review comments and conclusions arrived at in our previous 
letter and request that we answer if possible with a definite statement as to 
whether the expansion of the water treatment plant at its present location would 
be prohibited by the State. 

So that first statement I read is in answer to that question. 

Senator Kerr. Are there further questions on that? 

Senator Hruska. No. 

Senator Kerr. The other suggested amendment by Senator Young 
and Senator Langer had to do with amending the authorization with 
reference to the acquisition of certain lands in an irrigation area, con- 
ditioned, I understood, on buying all of the lands, and they find that 
one parcel of the land belongs to the State of North Dakota, and they 
seek an amendment that would save the appropriation they received 
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ind permit them to go ahead but give them the additional time with 
eference to the one tract owned by the State. 

Senator Hruska. And which would require legislative action next 

vear by the North Dakota Legislature. 
. Gene ral Irscuner. That is correct. The North Dakota Legislature 
does not meet until early in the calendar vear 1957. We are thon 
oughly in accord with that amendment. We feel it is very desirable 
in order to permit us to settle this real estate problem with the 
nhabitants of the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District. 

Senator Kerr. I have a statement here from the attorney for the 
Lewis and Clark Irrigation District which will go in the record at this 
point. 

(The statement referred to above is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WALTER O. BurRK, ATTORNEY FOR THE LEWIS 
IRRIGATION DistTrici 


Senator Young’s amendment for the acquisition of the Lewis and Clark irriga 
tion project by the United States, in lieu of protecting the project, provided that 
all of the landowners must agree to the sale. 

The State of North Dakota owns a tract of land consisting of 49 acres on the 
project, which tract of land is being used for an irrigation experimental substa 
tion. 

The attorney general of North Dakota has given me an opinion to the effect that 
it will require an act of our State legislature to sell the experimental substation 
to the United States. The purpose of the present amendment is to make it un- 
necessary to secure the approval of the State legislature. Since our legisluture 
won't meet until next year, this would seriously delay the acquisition of the 
irrigation project. 

The landowners on the irrigation district and the district itself join with the 
Corps of Engineers in urging the passage of the proposed amendment. 


Senator Kerr. Senator Stennis and Congressman Abe srnethy are 
here regarding a project which is not next on our witness list, but 
since you are here, we will hear from you next. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN STENNIS, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to be heard 
this morning for this Tombigbee River flood-control project, which is 
a part of the omnibus bill, and Congressman Abernethy, who repre- 
sents that district of Mississippi, is here. 

If I may, I would like to file my statement, Mr. Chairman. And 
[ would like to yield the 10 minutes that I might have to Congress- 
man Abernethy. I am most anxious that the committee hear him. 

Senator Kerr. We will be glad to hear him, and we would be glad to 
hear you. The project is included in the present version ‘of the 
House bill ? 

Senator Stennis. That is correct, Senator. It is a new project, and 
it is a problem of the amount of contribution that is going to be 
involved. 

If you could hear the Congressman on that, I think it would be of 
creat benefit. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. we will follow your desire on that and 
will incorporate your statement into the record. 
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(The statement of Senator Stennis is as follows :) 
STATEMENT BY UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN STENNIS 


Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate the opportunity to appear before this 
committee and express my special interest in the flood-control project for the 
Tombigbee River and tributaries, Mississippi and Alabama. Mr. Chairman, 
I have been greatly concerned over the serious damage which these floods 
have caused over the past years. I have given this project careful study ani 
feel that it is a sound and desirable project which offers a practical solution 
to the flood-control problem of 595,000 people directly affected. 

This project has been considered by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors and by the Chief of Army Engineers and has received their full 
approval and support. 

These floods take a heavy toll each year and are a continuous problem to 
agriculture and industry in the area. Take, for example, Columbus, Miss., 
which is located in this basin. The flood stage on the Tombigbee River has been 
equaled or exceeded 87 times in 60 years of record, an average of 1.5 times per 
year. Twenty-five of these floods were in a cropping season and five of these 
caused major destruction. At Columbus, 865 residents and 75 business establish- 
ments are in the flood basin on both sides of the Tombigbee River and Luxapalia 
Creek, and are constantly subject to unexpected and damaging floods. 

The Corps of Engineers points out that flooding occurs on the principal tribu- 
taries on the average of 2 to 8 times per year, and on minor tributaries on 
the average of 5 to 14 times a year. The area covered under this project in- 
cludes 534,900 acres, of which 237,600 acres are along the Tombigbee River. 
The balance of 297,300 acres are along the tributaries. More than 192,000 acres 
of this land have been cleared for cultivation and are producing cotton, corn, 
hay, and other crops which are very important to the local farm economy. 

These farmers as well as a number of industries in this basin suffer serious 
financial loss each year as a result of floods. This project, if approved, will 
provide needed relief to many people and will offer greater efficiency in produc- 
tion of agricultural crops and livestock. 

I have been greatly concerned with the large share of local participation 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers. Most of the land affected by this project 
is owned by small, family-sized farmers who are not financially able to contribute 
29 percent of the construction costs. The local people are willing to contribute 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of this 
project. They are willing to provide at their own expense all roads, highways, 
bridges, and other utility changes. I consider this to be a fair contribution to 
the project. These contributions alone will amount to more than a million 
dollars. The House bill provides for $2,674,200 local participation, which is 
broken down to include $1,089,200 for land, easements, rights-of-way, bridges, 
etc., plus $1,585,000 cash contribution. S. 2621, which I originally introduced 
in the Senate and which is now pending before this committee, completely 
eliminates the cash contribution, and I strongly feel that the local participation 
should be limited to providing lands, roads, bridges, easements, and rights-of- 
way. If these small landowners are required to make a greater contribution, 
it will be extremely difficult to get this project completed. 

Mr. Chairman, I have visited in this area affected by the floods on many oceca- 
sions and have been greatly impressed with the serious damage inflicted on 
agriculture and industry in this area. This project is long overdue, and I urge 
the committee to approve it with provisions for local contributions at a level 
which will encourage small landowners to fully participate in protecting their 
land and property from damaging floods. 


Senator SparkMAN. Mr. Chairman, there is one thing which I men- 
tioned in my statement, and I will take just a half minute, and that 
has to do with Tombigbee, which is carried in section 203 of this bill. 

I understand Senator Stennis is going to testify with reference to 
that. Of course, Senator Hill and I are very much interested in that 
improvement. The House did one thing, and that is my purpose in 
bringing it up. r 

Under the recommendation of the engineers, as I understand it, the 
local communities, the local area, which is primarily an agricultural 
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area, and in large part a low-income agriculture area, that area was 
called upon to make a contribution of almost $7 million. 

Senator Kerr. You are referring now to Tombigbee / 

Senator SparKMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and the House lowered 
that figure to a million; I believe it was $1,585,000. 

Senator Kerr. May I ask what those costs are for? 

Senator SparKMAN. Well, it is a local participation in the flood 
control and drainage. 

Senator Kerr. It is a flood-contro] project such as a dam, or is it 
a floodway, or what? 

Senator SPARKMAN. It involves general flood-control work, clean- 
ing off the land and dredging and snagging trees out and all of these 
things that usually go into it. 

Senator Kerr. More of a drainage project than a flood-control 
project, or a good deal of it is drainage work ¢ 

Senator SparKMAN. Primarily flood control, as I understand it, but 
the point I was making was with reference to the participation by the 
local communities, and, as I say, the House did lower that to, if I 
recall correctly, $1,585,000. The correct figure is shown in the bill. 

I want to urge that the $1,585,000, or the House figure, be recom- 
mended by this committee. 

Senator Him. Mr. Chairman, may I add I want to endorse what 
my colleague said in behalf of the Tombigbee project and strongly 
endorse and support his statement. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, gentlemen. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS G. ABERNETHY, A REPRESENTA- 


TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Asernetuy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Tom Abernethy. I represent the First Congressional District 
of the State of Mississippi. I am appearing in the interest of and 
support of flood-control projects for the Tombigbee River and its 
tributaries. 

The Tombigbee Valley drains—I guess that is the appropriate 
word—about 20 countries in northeast Mississippi and northwest Ala- 
bama, and this project has been under consideration now for some 20 
years as a result of several reports that were introduced in the House 
and Senate back in the thirties. 

It has been a long time that it has been here, and I doubt that it 
would have ever reached the Congress, were it not for a violent spring 
flood the spring of 1955. 

Senator, I brought with me some photographs to show you the extent 
of it. I won’t bore you with a discussion of them, but if you would 
take a look at them while I am testifying, I will appreciate it. 

The history of floods in this area is long and damaging. They gen- 
erally occur in the spring of the year, when rainfalls have in a single 
storm reached as high as 15 inches. 

The character of the country is entirely agricultural. About 73 per- 
cent of the land in the area is actually under cultivation. 

Senator Gore. Pardon me. Could I ask a question there? 

Mr. Apernetuy. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Gore. Would the project which you are supporting in your 
present statement interfere in any way with the future development 
of the Tombigbee River as a navigable stream ? 

Mr. Apernetuy. No, sir; it would not. 

Senator Gore. Would it contribute to that project? 

Mr. Anernetuy. I don’t think so. I am not absolutely certain 
about that. My recollection is that the engineers have advised that 
it would not. 

Senator Kerr. If I may interrupt, I believe that the Corps could 
answer that question for us. 

General Irscuner. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the effect upon 
the future navigation project would be rather small. It might have 
a slight beneficial effect upon the future navigation project. 

Senator Gore. No harmful effects? 

General Irscuner. No harmful effects. 

Mr. Asernetuy. Incidentally, I am interested in both projects. I 
wouldn’t want to do something that would injure either project. 

As I stated, Mr. Chairman, this territory is predominantly agricul- 
tural. The population in round figures is under the 1950 census, 
594,828 people, of which 128,000 is urban and 320,000 is rural farm, 
and 147,000 rural nonfarm. 

The agricultural income in that particular area in 1949—that hap- 
pens to be the latest figure I have and it was found in the engineers’ 
report—was $74,781,000. The area is inhabited almost entirely by 
small, very small farmers, cotton being their principal crop. 

The average cotton allotment that each family in my own area will 
receive is 8 acres to the farm, and I understand it is even less than that 
in the State of Alabama. 

Assuming that the average farm family consists of 4 people, they 
have an income of $936 per year, which is very, very low. if you as- 
sume there are 5 in the family, it would be $630 for the year. 

There are 22 small streams which feed into the Tombigbee River. 
The rainfall is very heavy, averaging 50 to 60 inches per year, in 
spring 2nd cropping seasons. They most generally have these violent 
flash storms which overflow these farms and, as you have seen, they 
very materially damage that section of both States, destroying high- 
ways and creeping into the villages and towns and in the city of Co- 
lumbus, which at one time had around 300 homes under flood. I 
would like to point out from the engineers’ report on this project, 
section 3, page 5: 

No. 3. Floods in the basin occur on an average of once in about 10 years, and 
are usually caused by widespread winter rainfall. Intense local rainfall pro- 
duces flooding on the tributaries several times a year. Floods may occur at 
any time over any part of the basin, but are more frequent in winter and 
spring. At Columbus, flood stage on the Tombigbee River has been equaled or 
exceeded 87 times in 60 years of record, an average of 1.5 per year. Twenty- 
five of the floods were in the cropping season and five were major floods. Flood- 
ing occurs on the principal tributaries on an average of 2 to 8 times a year, and 
on minor tributaries, an average of 5 to 14 times a year. 

I would like to read some other sections of the reports, Mr. Chair- 
man, but I will skip some of them. 

On the subject of storm characteristics, I see the following: 


Flood-producing storms usually last from 2 to 4 days, and may center over 
any portion of the basin. With normal runoff conditions, 5 to 6 inches of intense 
and general rainfall are usually required to produce an extensive flood. How- 
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ever, on many of the minor tributaries 1 to 3 inches of intense rainfall, which 
nay occur several times a year, are sufficient to produce local floods. Winter 
and spring floods often cover a large portion of the basin and produce most of 
the major inundations, while summer storms are usually very intense over 
much smaller areas, producing serious local floods. 

Mr. Chairman, I had intended to refer to several of these, as there 
are several of interest in the report, and I do hope that you will have 
a chance to read them. 

Senator Kerr. I would like for you to address vourself to the ques- 
tion of local contributions. 

Mr. AsernetHy. That is what I am going into right now. And 

irrespective of what anyone tells you, this is strictly and entirely a 
flood-control problem. It is true that there is some land enhancement, 
there is no doubt about it. 

Nevertheless, we would be better off if there were no land enhance- 
ment because all these people are interested in is getting the annual 
floods prevented. % 

Senator Kerr. They are like the mouse that is not so much inter- 
ested in the cheese, but just getting out of the trap. 

Mr. Asernetuy. Yes, that is right, and I think I should end my 
testimony right there. 

The overall cost of the project is $21,873,172. Of that amount the 
people will require to furnish the lands, right-of-way, the construc- 
tion of bridges and other fixtures, structures or a total cost of $1,- 
089,800. With this we do not complain, and we will be glad to do it, 
and make the effort to do it, because it was required that they con- 
tribute in cash $6,338,000, and I am concerned with the fact that if 
these people are required to put up that amount of money, it just 
means they won’t get the benefit because they haven’t got it. 

The reason they haven’t got it is because they are the type of 
farmers they are, they have small farms, and their income annually 
is very low. 

After all, the average income is only $1,000. 

These creeks and streams and the Tombigbee River itself have been 

constantly filling up for 100 years, and it has just reached an im- 
possible stage down there, and has almost destroyed the very valuable 
and vital agricultural country. 

In bringing this matter to the attention of the Public Works Com- 
mittee of ‘the House, who were very liberal and very fair—I didn’t 
think they went quite far enough—but by a unanimous vote the Public 
Works Committee of the House of Representatives relieved the people 
of that section of 75 percent of the local contribution. 

My position here is that I hope you can and will vote to relieve them 
of the entire cash contribution of a little better than $6 million. I 
know they will be very happy to supply the Nace $1,089,800. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to have some breakdown of just what 
the contributions they make within that $1 million figure will be 
used for. Can you tell us that ? 

Mr. Aserneruy. That will be to contribute rights-of-way and 
lands. 

Senator Kerr. What do you mean by rights-of-way? For what? 

Mr. Azerneruy. You will have to ask the engineers. They are 
the ones that set the figures and made the estimates. There is Mr. 
Brennan. 
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Mr. Brennan. The rights-of-way, Mr. Chairman, are those for 
the channel clearing, snag removing, removing obstructions that will 
be required throughout the entire project. 

Senator Kerr. That does not ee to the submerged land in a 
reservoir area ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir; it refers only to the land alongside the bank 
of the stream. 

Senator Kerr. Where flood-prevention measures are taken other 
than in a reservoir area? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Senator Hruska. Are any structures involved here ? 

Mr. Brennan. No; it is only a matter of clearing the bank and 
improving the channels. 

Senator Hruska. Does the situation call for any land drain by way 
of terracing or other means that we find in soil-conservation districts ? 

Mr. Brennan. I see there is an organized movement in that direc- 
tion right now to do just that, Senator, through these soil-conserva- 
tion programs. 


Senator Kerr. Through the soil-conservation program of the De- 
partment of Agriculture ? 

Mr. Aprrnatuy. Yes, sir. It is moving slowly, as those things 
generally do, but there is an organized movement in that section at this 
time to retard as much as possible the flow of water that is there and 
to appy all conservation practices possible. 

‘Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. We are glad to have you here this morning. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that most of the 
people living in this area are small cotton farmers and due to the 
greatly restricted cotton acreages allowed, as Congressman Abernathy 
said, a great percentage of the people in this area are in that group 
of very low incomes, and you can readily see where this kind of con- 
tribution is large to them. 


I hope that you can see fit to even better what the House has done 
on that. 


Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Senator. 


Senator Stennis. I would also like, if I may, Senator Kerr, to insert 
my statement on the Pascagoula Harbor. 


Senator Kerr. I have a statement from Congressman Carl Elliott, 


of the Seventh Congressional District of Alabama with reference to 
the Tombigbee project. 


(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CarRL ELiiott, MEMBER OF CoNGRESS FROM THE SEVENTH 
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to submit this statement urging that you recommend to the full committee, and 
to the United States Senate, the authorization for flood-control projects on the 
Tombigbee River tributaries, Mississippi and Alabama, as reported by the Com- 
mittee on Public Work of the United States House of Representatives. 

Mr. Chairman, the resolutions authorizing the Corps of Engineers to study and 
report on this matter “with a view to determining whether any improvements 
of the Tombigbee River and tributaries in the States of Mississippi and Alabama 
for flood control is advisable at this time” were adopted in 1939. Since then 
we have had wars, an unbalanced budget, unprecedented defense expenditures 
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both for our country and our allies all over the world, all of which have pre- 
vented further consideration of this vital project. 

The flood problem on the Tombigbee and its tributaries is critical. The area 
has an annual average rainfall of 52 inches, and intense rainfall of from 1 to 
3 inches occurs several times each year which produces local floods. 

Three of the Tombigbee’s tributaries designated for improvement—the Butta- 
hatchie River, the Sipsey River, and the Luxapalila Creek—drain a large area of 
Marion, Lamar, Fayette, and Pickens Counties. All of these counties are located 
in the Seventh Congressional District of Alabama which is the district I have 
the honor to represent in the Congress. 

The economy of this region is predominantly agricultural, with some lumber- 
ing and manufacturing. The agriculture consists principally of crops such as 
cotton, corn, hay, and the raising of livestock and poultry. 

Damaging floods along the Buttahatchie and the Luxapalila occur 4 to 7 
times a year. You can readily see the damage accruing to our farmers in these 
areas. The annual average flood loss along the Buttahatchie, the Luxapalila, 
and the Sipsey is approximately $352,000. In addition to the losses from farm 
production, many miles of secondary roads and bridges are damaged annually 
and traffic is interrupted. 

I feel that the projects for flood control recommended by the United States 
Corps of Engineers for the Tombigbee and its tributaries are good; that they are 
economically feasible ; and that they should be carried out as soon as possible. 

Under the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers, the local citizens who 
live along the tributaries of the Tombigbee are to cooperate in constructing the 
nroject. In addition to contributing a substantial portion of the actual construc- 
tion costs, the local interests agree to provide without cost to the United States 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the project; 
to make, without cost to the United States the changes, alterations, additions, 
or relocations of any public utility or road made necessary by the work of the 
project; to hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction; and to maintain all the works after completion in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

The improvement of the Buttahatchie, the Lnxapalila, and the Sipsey tribu- 
taries has the support and approval of the people who live in these valleys, and 
they are ready and willing to do their part. Certainly this project is long over- 
due, and is necessary to the welfare of the area. 

The Corps of Engineers originally assessed an average of 29 percent of the 
total costs for the improvements to local interests and it was, in my judgment, 
an excessive amount, an amount that the people of the area could not pay. The 
House Public Works Committee has reduced the amount of the local contribution 
from $7,427,800 to $2,674,200, of which $1,585,000 would be in cash. 

I respectfully urge that this subcommittee approve authorization of these 
projects. and I also respectfully urge that you take the reasonable view of the 
local responsibility involved by agreeing to the recommendations of the House 
Public Works Committee. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Senator Kerr. Yes, Senator Stennis, we will be glad to insert your 
remarks at this point in the record, without objection. 

(The letter of Senator Stennis regarding Pascagoula Harbor is as 
follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 


June 6, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: I am enclosing a draft of proposed legislation which 
would authorize reimbursement of $44,000 to the Board of Supervisors of Pas- 
cagoula, Miss., for work done within the limits of the Federal portion of the 
Dog River Cutoff. You will remember that the Dog River Cutoff in the Pasca- 
goula Harbor was authorized in Public Law 516, the River and Harbor Act of 
1950, in accordance with House Document No. 188, 8lst Congress. However, 
the funds for this project were never appropriated. 

Because of the urgency of this work, the Pascagoula Board of Supervisors, 
after waiting several years, decided to proceed with the construction of this 
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project and to apply for a refund at a later date. The Dog River Cutoff project 
was performed under the supervision of the United States Corps of Engineers at 
a cost to the Pascagoula Board of Supervisors of $61,000. I understand that the 
United States engineers would favor the adoption of this proposed legislation. 

Since this project has been approved and authorized by the Congress as being 
feasible and the construction was actually performed under the supervision of 
the Corps of Engineers, I believe that the reimbursement for this work is fully 
justified. I hope that it will be possible for you to bring this matter before your 
committee and have it included in the omnibus public-works bill. 
With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN STENNIS, United States Senator. 


Senator Kerr. Now we will hear from the corps on Pascagoula Har- 
l > 
bor. Miss. 


I would like to put in the record at this point a proposed amendment 
and statement by Senator Stennis, of Mississippi, with reference to 
this matter. 

(The documents referred to above follow :) 


COMMENTS ON DoG River Progect py SENATOR STENNIS BEFORE PUBLIC WorKS 
COMMITTE, JULY 17, 1956 


Mr. Chairman, I would also like to say a word about a proposed amendment 
which I have already outlined in a letter to the chairman. This provision would 
authorize reimbursement of $44,000 to the Board of Supervisors of Pascagoula, 
Miss., for work done within the limits of the Federal portion of the Dog River 
Cutoff. The Dog River Cutoff in the Pascagoula Harbor was authorized in 
Public Law 516, the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1950, in accordance with House 
Document No. 188, 8ist Congress. However, the funds for this project were 
never authorized. 

Because of the urgency of this work, the Pascagoula Board of Supervisors, 
after waiting several years, decided to proceed with the construction of this 
project and to apply for a refund at a later date. The Dog River Cutoff project 
was performed under the supervision of the United States Corps of Engineers 
at a cost to the Pascagoula Board of Supervisors of $61,000. I understand that 
the United States Corps of Engineers would favor the adoption of this proposed 
amendment. 

Since this project has been approved and authorized by the Congress and the 
construction was actually performed under the supervision of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, I believe that authorization which would provide for the reimburse- 
ment of this work is fully justified. I hope that it will be possible for the com- 
mittee to include this authorization in their omnibus bill. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Sec. That the improvement of Pascagoula Harbor, Dog River Cutoff, Miss- 
issippi, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1950, in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 256, 
EKighty-first Congress, is hereby modified to provide that the Secretary of the 
Army shall reimburse local interests for such work as they may have done on 
this project within the limits of the Federal portion of the project, over and 
above the work required as a part of the local cooperation for the project, insofar 
as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers and found to have been 
done in accordance with project modification adopted in said Act: Provided, That 
such payment shall not exceed the sum of $44,000. 


Senator Hruska (presiding). General Itschner, may we now pro- 
ceed to a showing on Pascagoula Harbor, Miss. ? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Joseph Brennan will cover that project. 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, there is no report and no map on 
this matter. It involves a relatively simple case of reimbursement 
for work which has been undertaken by local interests in accordance 
with a federally authorized project. 

The location of the navigation project is Pascagoula Harbor, Miss. 
The project provides for a deep water channel from the Gulf of Mexico 
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through the Mississippi Sound to Pascagoula and on up the Pasca- 
voula River and thence on up the Dog River. 

In 1950 the project was modified by addition or substitution of a 
short cutoff channel through two of the inner lakes to eliminate a 
tortuous stretch of Dog River. The estimated cost of the project as 
reported and approved in 1950 was $41,000. Subsequent to the au- 
thorization local interests who had great need for this navigation 
channel proceeded on their own to dredge the portion of the channel 
which went through the two lakes I referred to, known as Robertson 
Lake and Bounds Lake. 

Instead of dredging to the project depth of 12 feet, which was the 
authorized depth, they dredged to a depth of 18 feet, and they now 
seek reimbursement for that portion of the cost which would be rep- 
resented by the dredging to a depth of 12 feet. 

The total amount of material removed by the local interests was 
567,000 cubic yards, and that was to the 18-foot depth. The total 
cost to them was $63,000, or a unit cost of 11.1 cents per cubic 
yard. 

We estimate that the total amount of yardage to be removed to 
the 12-foot depth would amount to 378,000 cubic yards. At that 
same price of 11.1 cents the total would be $42,000. 

The matter has not been referred to the Chief of Engineers official- 

y but the district office of the Corps of Engineers in this locality 
at Mobile is familiar with the situation and has reported to the C hief 
of Engineers that the work has been performed in accordance with 
the plans and along the alignment contemplated in the authorized 
project. 

Senator Hruska. Are we to understand then, Mr. Brennan, there 
is no report of the Chief of Engineers on this item? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Senator Hruska. 

Senator Hruska. Has there been reference of the item to the Bu- 
reau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir; this item, as far as the Chief of Engineers 
knows, has not been referred to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Hruska. Is there any precedent for payment of this kind 
for work done and on a retroactive basis? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; there are precedents in previous leqisla- 
tion. I might call the chairman’s attention to the present bill, the 
omnibus bill, H. R. 12080, which contains two items of retroactive 
reimbursement of the same nature contemplated in the proposed 
amendment. 

Those two items are at Apalachicola Bay, at St. George Island, Fla. 

There is one factor I think, which should be brought to the com- 
mittee’s attention, and that is the matter of local cooperation in the 
federally authorized project. The local interests have agreed to pro- 
vide lands and rights-of-way, and spoil disposal areas necessary, and 
are now seeking to fulfill that obligation but as of this time have 
not been able to obtain clear title to the lands and spoil disposal areas 
that would be required prior to the Federal Government’s taking over 
the project if this amount of reimbursement were to be authorized. 

So it is possible that the committee might wish to consider a modi- 
fication to the proposed amendment which would require that the 
terms of local cooperation contemplated in the authorizing act be met 
before the reimbursement is made. 
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Senator Hruska. Will the staff take note of that, and we will have 
it for consideration later on. 

In other words, your thought is that the authorization and the 
actual approval of that reimbursement would be conditioned upon full 
compliance with the authorization as originally issued ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hruska. Are there any questions ? 

Senator Gore. I have no questions. 

Senator Kerr. We have the distinguished junior Senator from 
Oklahoma, and the distinguished junior Senator from Ohio, and also 
one of our most distinguished Members of Congress, Mr. Kirwan, 
chairman of the Democratic National Campaign Committee, which 
does not enhance his standing in some areas of the national scene, but 
in others it does. 

Senator Neunercer. Mr. Chairman, I asked Senator Stennis a ques- 
tion just now, and he suggested I ask it of him for the record. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Senator Neusercer. I asked Senator Stennis just as he was pre- 
paring to leave the room what is the total cost of the project which you 
are seeking to have approved ? 

Senator Srennis. The entire cost on this flood-control project. is 
only $19 million. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. We also have a matter that Senator Neuberger wants 
to present, and we are going to get on three of these matters between 
now and final recess. 

I would like to ask first, gentlemen, that you all remember the ele- 
ment of time. 

Senator Bender, do you want to make a statement ? 





STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE BENDER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Senator Benper. I won’t make a statement, except that I share the 
high opinion expressed by the chairman of the work done by Mike 
Kirwan off the record. I am not referring to his being chairman of 
the Democratic Campaign Committee, but I am referring to his work 
as a member of the Appropriations Committee, and as a very substan- 
tial number of Democrats and Republicans alike feel very good about 
him because of his judgment on matters of this kind. 

I want to say that this project as explained, or as supported by Mr. 
Kirwan, concerning Youngstown is, in my opinion, a very meri- 
torious one. 

There has been some protest on the part of some farm people, and 
I don’t believe validly, because this area is now forest land, and I 
think the project is very badly needed. 

Youngstown and Akron and Canton are growing industrial com- 
munities. Many new businesses, many new industries, are coming into 
that area, and it is a steel town—and you spell steel s-t-e-e-]. 

Senator Kerr. At times. 

Senator Benper. But that is the way you spell it in this instance. 
and Mike Kirwan has the information, and I appreciate the cordial! 
greeting that was extended to him. 
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| know that every member of this committee, Republican or Dem- 
ocrat, has respect for Mike Kirwan, and I will yield to him now, but 

am here as a Republican, as a full-time Republican, now yielding to 
his full-time Democrat, if you don’t object. 

Senator Kerr. I don’t ever object to a gesture of that kind. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, could I make a brief observation 
it this point ¢ 

Senator Kerr. You certainly could. 

Senator Gore. During my service in the House of Representatives 
[ served on a subcommittee of which Congressman Kirwan is chair 
man. Therefore I speak with some knowledge and experience when 
[ say that this man has contributed more service to the cause of 
development of natural resources, flood control, navigation, hydro- 
electric projects, than any other man in the United States Congress, 
and has asked for and received less in the way of benefits in his own 
district. On that basis I wish to join my colleague, Senator Bender, 
before we hear him, in endorsing these projects. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Senator, and thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. I am just going to make one brief observation on 
that. That might be an aw ful good place for you to rest your case. If 
you want to risk what your statement might do to it, you proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL J. KIRWAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Kirwan. Senator, I know you are in a hurry with the com- 
mittee, but I am in Congress 20 years, and this is the second time I 
have ever appeared before a Senate committee, so you know I have 
not been bothersome. 

I spent 18 years in experience on that committee just referred to, 
and 16 were upon the Appropriations Committee that wien 9 
for them, so I have a pretty fair knowledge of these projects, and I 
have visited such projects as the Big Thompson and the Hungry Hor se 
and Grand Coulee and then on down to Shasta, and so on. 

Anybody who gets into the clutches of anybody who is working on 
them really has a job to do getting out of them. 

This is not a huge project I am interested in. It is a small one, only 
osting $14 million. I don’t know of any project on earth, not in the 
United States, that is in this situation. Here it comes on down here 
for 25 miles, and in that 25 miles there are 500,000 people. There is not 
one sewage-disposal plant. That river is just a creek, and I want to 
say it is the most active and best worked river in the United States, let 
alone the steel plants. 

In 1939, or 1937, the capacity of that valley within or shortly before 
that was the second largest steel center of the country. The capacity 
was 7 million tonsa year. Now it is 11. 

It used to be up in the towns above Youngstown that you he: ard of, 
and now they are becoming public, they used to have signs, “Flush. 


= 
Youngstown needs the water.” ‘The signs are beginning to appear 


again, because on hot days you know what they mean from the stench 
of that creek. 


81980—56——_11 
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We don’t mention water in Youngstown in terms of acres, we speak 

of water by the pint. It takes 13,000 gallons to make a ton of pig iron, 
but in Youngstow n, Ohio, it takes 61,000 gallons to make a ton of 
pig iron. It is circulated back and forth and the heat of that water 
in the Youngstown steel-cast iron goes up to 130°. 

Testifying in 1938, the head of United States Steel said on that d: Ly 
that they were making enough steel in 1 steel plant to build 2 cruisers 
a day. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a new project. There were three projects 
authorized in 1938—Muskingum, Berlin, and Eagle Creek. 

When they got ready to build them there was money appropriated 
for the study, and then we didn’t want to waste that, so they said, so 
they never got any place in that basin on that watershed that we can 
get some water from. The only place is from the West Branch of the 
Mahoning River. At that time we needed 278 million gallons a day, 
which is practically nil in the summertime. 

The health authorities of the United States say it has got to be 320 
niillion gallons, so the city of Youngstown is not anywhere up to health 
standards. 

After the reservoir was built, of course, that upped the production 
to 210 million gallons. It will be 110 million gallons less than over 
the United States, and we should be going into that situation just to 
keep the city healthy. 

I have an editorial here written by a former Member of Congress 
who owns and publishes the Akron Beacon-Journal, and I would like 
to read it into the record. 

He also publishes the Detroit Free Press, and several other papers. 
He had this to say: 

The reservoir is not “a suddenly cooked-up scheme to tap Uncle Sam for a 
boondoggling project” and is not based solely on flood control. Rather, it has 
been planned for 25 years, is part of the local conservation system which includes 
the Berlin and Meander Creek Reservoirs, and is “part of a national program and 
more specifically a water conservation program.” 

You go on to and up to 11 million and they are constructing in that 
valley enough for another million tons of steel. Good heav ens, we 
have not got one-tenth of the water we need in that valley. Every 
steel plant in the United States—as the Republic at Butfalo, Lacka- 
wanna Steel at Buffalo, Bethlehem Steel—is on the water. Some are 
on big lakes, and 1 or 2 on the coast, but they are on huge bodies of 
water. 

Then the question comes up: How did they ever come to Youngs- 
town? They came there at the turn of the century because they found 
coal ore and limestone and they needed it, and that went on for 150 
years. Over that time we have been building up each year and we 
are now slipping from just the fourth place, and going backward fur- 
ther and further all the time. 

People will come in from a town like Pittsburgh. They do not 
need the water. Now, the same people probably never saw Youngs- 
town in their life, only to go through it in a pullman car, but the own- 
ers and operators of those steel plants say they need it. 

They are building a $30 million private powerplant there and they 
said they need 1,300 million gallons of water today to operate that 
powerplant to furnish the power and they are only getting 1,700,000 
gallons. I again tell you, a city like Pittsburgh, I ‘voted many, many 
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times and I am glad for every vote I cast for the United States public 
rojects. Every dollar you invest in this great country is coming 
ack hundredfold, and that is my philosophy on it. 

But, in Pittsburgh, we spent pretty near a billion dollars dredging 

he rivers and for protection from floods, and then to have them come 
in and say you should not spend 5 million from the t: xpaye rs’ money 
In Youngstown. They never tell you about the halt billion that has 
been spent on the city of Pittsburgh to stop it from having floods, 
carrying the stuff down on a I am in favor of all of that and I 
endorse it on ev ery opportunity, but I again repeat, we need the water 
in Youngstown and we need it like nobody needs it in the United 
States. 

In my 18 years of appropriating for public works, I do think T have 
eained a litile idea, some knowledge, and a little more than just read- 
ing on it. The Akron Beacon Journal said over half of this land 
the Government wants to buy up in there. Just one-half of it is in 
farmlands. ‘The rest is in brush. 

So, I am saying to you, from the city of Youngstown, Ohio, that 
paid more taxes than five States in the year of 1922, when she was 
second in the United States in steel, and all the money that the United 
States has spent in water in that city is $10 million in 100 and some 
years. All she is asking the United States to spend now is $5 million 
for her to continue to be able to pay those taxes and rightfully so to 
the United States Government. 

I am asking this great committee here this morning, I hope in their 
wisdom, they are going to incorporate into this bill, like they have 
in the House, the building of the West Branch of the Mahoning River 
Reservoir, so that not only Youngstown, but this Nation w ill benefit 
by it if we ever get into another emergency. 

We are in emergencies now. We have people in steel plants allo- 
cating steel to preferred customers while we are losing thousands of 
tons daily in Youngstown, Ohio, for the lack of water to -~ the 
steel plant while rolling the steel and to cool the pipes, and I again 
repeat, I am asking this great body here this morning, to m: mies every 
effort to incorporate this in the bill. 

l would like to insert this statement in the record. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, the clippings and the statement by Congressman 
Kirwan will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement and clippings referred to above are as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN MICHAEL J. KIRWAN 


It is a distinct pleasure to appear before you today to ask your favorable con- 
sideration for authorization of a low flood flood-control reservoir project in 
which I am deeply interested and which, in my judgment, is one that will yield 
enormous national benefits. 

This is the proposed West Branch Reservoir in the Mahoning River Basin in 
eastern Ohio. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers has recently completed a survey 
of this project, under a resolution adopted by the House of Representatives Public 
Works Committee under date of January 6, 1955, and has found it feasible and 
economically justified, and has recommended its authorization and construction. 

This proposed reservoir will provide further protection against devastating 
floods and against severe droughts, which in the past have caused many millions 
of dollars of loss in flood damage and loss of production in one of the Nation’s 
most populous and most productive industrial areas. This is the Mahoning 
Valley, which is one of the most important steel-producing areas, and one that 
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has been often described as one with the Nation’s most acute water problems. 
The valley is part of the fourth ranking steel-producing district, the one which 
is smallest geographically of any of the leading steel districts, where more than 
8 percent of the Nation's steel, so vital in any war effort and so important for 
maintaining national prosperity, is produced. Its welfare and prosperity de- 
pends upon water—on having enough water at the right times and not too much 
water at other times. 

The Mahoning Valley is not really asking for a new reservoir project. It is 
merely asking now that this project be substituted for one—the proposed Eagle 
Creek Reservoir—which Congress has already seen fit to authorize under the 
Comprehensive Flood Control Act of 1938. Because of some rather extensive and 
expensive deposits of valuable silica sand in the proposed Eagle Creek Reservoir 
area, it is considered advantageous to substitute this project, which may be 
built for about half the cost but would provide substantially the same amount of 
benefits and protection as would the Eagle Creek project. 

During World War II, it was found advisable as valuable to the national war 
effort to build in the Mahoning River Valley Basin two other reservoirs which 
had been authorized in the 1938 Flood Control Act. These are the Berlin Reser- 
voir and the Mosquito Creek Reservoir. The valley has two other major non- 
Federal reservoirs—Meander Creek Reservoir which serves as the domestic water 
supply for the cities of Youngstown and Niles and therefore provides relatively 
little low flow and flood-control benefits; and Milton Reservoir, which is owned 
by the city of Youngstown, is on the upper Mahoning River, just below Berlin 
Reservoir, and is operated by the Army engineers, under agreement with the 
city, as a low flow flood-control reservoir. 

Mosquito Creek and Berlin Reservoirs already have proved themselves to be 
wise and prudent investments of the public funds. They helped materially in 
making it possible for the Mahoning Valley steel mills to produce more steel, 
relatively inexpensively, to help to win World War II, and, since the war, to 
provide more steel to lift the national economy to its present high levels. They 
helped also to insure that these steel mills were not at the mercy of floods and 
consequently losses of production. 

Unfortunately, this rich river valley, which yields the Federal Government 
hundreds of millions of dollars annually in taxes, still does not have enough 
protection. Its potential growth is stifled and consequently the growth of its 
tax revenues also suffers. It suffers from the curse of too much water at times, 
not enough at others. Its present reservoirs help to conserve the waters in times 
of too much for the periods when it has not enough. It still needs more. 


Last year, the valley suffered from acute drought which seriously impaired the ° 


ability of its steel mills and electric powerplants, representing investments of 
billions of dollars to operate economically and produce steel at a sufficient rate 
for both the national defense and to meet the demands of the civilian economy. 
This spring that same valley is suffering from an oversupply of water and is 
being forced to dump large quantities of valuable water which will be sorely 
needed later this year. This foolish waste is caused by a shortage of sufficient 
reservoir space. 

I herewith quote from an article which appeared in the Youngstown Vindicator 


dated May 14, 1956, under the headline “Must Dump 15 Billion Gallons of 
Water Here.” 


“Must Dump 15 Brtxion GALLONS oF WATER HERE 
“The soggy Mahoning Valley, taking stock of its water supply problems, today 
found itself with such a big surplus of water that a major share of its flood- 
control capacity has been used up and it must dump at least 15 billion gallons 
which may be urgently needed later by industry, homes, and agriculture. 

“The current water problem is considered a major argument for construction 
of the proposed West Branch Reservoir, both as a low-flow and flood-contro! 
project. Representative Michael J. Kirwan is working to get authorization for 
the project in the current congressional session. 

“One tragedy of Mother Nature's overgenerosity this season has been a serious 
delay in spring plowing and planting on eastern Ohio-western Pennsylvania 
farms. 

“The United States Army Corps of Engineers at Pittsburgh reported today that 
rainfall in the Mahoning River Valley above the flood-low flow control reservoirs 
so far as May has been 300 percent above normal and for the last 3% months 
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has been 50 percent above normal. The engineers reported 17% inches of rain 
fell in the last 344 months. 

fom L. Reilly, chief hydrologist in the Pittsburgh engineer office, reported 
this morning that Berlin and Milton Reservoirs contained 10.2 billion gallons, 
and Mosquito Creek Reservoir 2.7 billion, above normal schedules. Meander 
Reservoir has a foot of water going over the flashboards atop the spillway, and 
so has 1 to 2 billion gallons that will be wasted. The flow over the flashboards 
for a time was 21% feet, said Luther T. Fawcett, chief engineer and secretary of 
the Mahoning Valley Sanitary District. The reservoir holds 10 million gallons, 
but the flashboards add another billion to its capacity. 


“BAD FLOOD AVERTED 


“Reilly today said that 81 percent of the Milton-Berlin capacity reserved for 
flood control at this time was filled, and that without the reservoir system, the 
Mahoning Valley no doubt would have had a serious flood during the last 2 or 3 
days. As it was, many fields and even some roads have been flooded. Reilly re- 
ported that Berlin this morning contained 28 billion gallons, Milton 8.3 billion 
and Mosquito Creek Reservoir 29.6 billion. Milton is releasing 339 million gallons 
a day, and Mosquito 61 million. 

“He reported the Mahoning River's flow at Leavittsburg is at the rate of 4,650 
million gallons a day and at Youngstown 7,750 million. 

“Reilly reported that the river crested at 10 p. m. Sunday at Warren at 7.1 feet 
over the waterworks dam, and receded to 6.25 feet this morning. The Youngs- 
town crest was 13.3 feet above benchmarks during the night and receded to 12.06 
feet this morning. 

“Reilly said that engineers will have to fill Lake Milton and spill some water 
over the spillway fer the next 3 or 4 days because of the limited outlet capacity 
of the dam’s works.” 

The Mahoning River Basin is located in Mahoning, Trumbull, and Portage 
Counties in eastern Ohio, and Lawrence County in western Pennsylvania. The 
stream joins with the Shenango River just south of New Castle, Pa., to form 
the Beaver River. The Mahoning’s principal tributaries are West Branch, Eagle 
Creek, Meander Creek, and Mosquito Creek. The latter two are already dammed 
and controlled, as are the upper reaghes of the main stream. The United States 
Army Corps of Engineers have stated that the two remaining sources of control 
are in West Branch and Eagle Creek. 

The river drains 599 square miles at Warren, 899 square miles at Youngstown, 
and 1,129 square miles at the mouth. The average stream slope is 2.2 feet per 
mile from Milton Dam to Warren, and 2.6 feet per mile from Warren to the 
mouth, The river’s width varies from about 150 feet above Warren to 200 feet 
at the mouth. 

The Mahoning River Valley is densely populated, particularly from Warren to 
the Ohio-Pennsylvania State line. The high concentrations of population are 
adjacent to the heavy industrial and commercial development on both banks 
of the river. The population of the principal cities and towns adjacent to the 
river, estimated for 1955, are: 


City or town: Population 
Ravenna, Ohio 9, 857 
Newton Falls, Ohio i 4, 451 
Leavittsburg, Ohio oe ee 2, 533 
Warren, Ohio 49, 856 
Niles, Ohio 16, 773 
McDonald, 1, 858 
Girard, Ohio 10, 113 
Youngstown, Ohio : __ 168, 330 
Campbell, Ohio 12, 882 
Struthers, Ohio 11, 992 
Lowellville, Ohio 2 997 
New Castle, P: 

Counties: 

Trumbull __. 168, 700 
Portage 70, 220 
a ees 263, 900 


The Youngstown district, which includes the Mahoning Valley and the She- 
nango Valley, ranks as the Nation’s fourth largest in steel-producing capacity. 
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It provides direct employment in iron and steel manufacture of fabrication of 
approximately 80,000 workmen. In addition another 40,000 are employed in 
transportation or service industries, retail stores or other employing industries, 

As of January 1, 1956, according to the American Iron and Steel Institute 
records, the district had 11,378,380 net tons of steel ingot producing capacity, or 
8.9 percent of the Nation’s 128,363,000 tons of capacity. This capacity included 
78 open-hearth furnaces, with a rated capacity of 8,999,000 tons; 6 Bessemer 
converters, rated at 1,689,000 tons, and 9 electric furnaces, rated at 690,380 tons. 
The district also had 25 blast furnaces with a combined rated capacity of 
4,018,000 tons, out of the Nation’s 261 furnaces with a rated capacity of 85,- 
485,230 tons. It has 4 coke plants with a rated capacity of 4,018,000 tons of the 
Nation’s 71,508,400 tons of coking capacity. 

The Mahoning Valley, because of its shortage of reservoir capacity, makes 
probably the most intensive use of every available gallon of water of any place 
in the United States; it represents probably the largest investment of private 
funds most vulnerable to flash floods. 

A United States Bureau of the Census report for 1953 (published in the Ameri- 
ean Iron and Steel Institute May 1955 issue of Steel Facts) reports that the 
American steel industry in 1953 used 3,108 billion gallons of water in its various 
processes; and that about 55 percent was recirculated back into surface water 
sources, 

It reported that more than 57 tons of water (13,757 gallons) were used 
nationally per ton of pig-iron production. Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co., one of 
the principal Mahoning Valley steel producers, reports that in 1955 it pumped 
54,000 gallons of water per ton of pig iron produced in its Mahoning Valley 
plants; but at its Campbell Works, which is one of the last users on the Mahoning 
River, it used 61,000 gallons per ton of pig iron, or nearly 4 times the national 
average. This much higher use of water is due to the high temperatures of the 
water at the Campbell Works, thus requiring the greater quantities of water to 
achieve the same cooling result. 

Mahoning Valley industries which pump water from the Mahoning River for 
cooling and other purposes (including three Ohio Edison Co. electric power gen- 
erating plants at Warren, Niles, and Lowellville) report they would require an 
average daily water supply of 1.3 billion gallons if they were to use the water 
only once. However, the United States Army Corps of Engineers which operates 
the reservoirs try to maintain a minimum flow of 178 million gallons per day in 
the river. At this minimum period of flow, each gallon of water must be pumped 
over and over again 7 or 8 times in approximately a 20-mile flow. The Army 
engineers had a few years ago set 95° as the maximum desirable temperature of 
river water at the Campbell Works intake; they were unable to meet that maxi- 
mum and last year boosted it to 105°. That increase in temperatures has cost the 
industries hundreds of thousands of dollars annually in increased fuel costs, 
maintenance, and otherwise lowered efficiency. 

The industries, besides Ohio Edison’s powerplants, which pump the river water, 
include Standard Steel Spring Co. and Ideal Foundry at Newton Falls; 
Republic Steel Corp. at Warren, Niles, and Youngstown; United States Steel 
Corp. at MeDonald and Youngstown; Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. at Brier 
Hill and Campbell Works; Pittsburgh Coke & Chemical Corp. at Struthers; 
Sharon Steel Corp. at Lowellville. 

The United States Army district engineer at Pittshurgh recently stated that 
construction of the West Branch Reservoir would permit increasing the minimum 
flow from 178 million gallons to 210 million gallons and unquestionably would 
permit lowering the maximum temperature to 95°. 

The West Branch Reservoir will also help substantially in aiding in develop- 
ment of domestic water supplies, which are sorely inadequate, by making it 
possible to use some present reservoir capacity for domestic uses, 

These river developments and their benefits already have contributed enor- 
mously to the economic growth and welfare of the Mahoning Valley, and will 
continue to contribute. 

A study of official records shows that in 1937 the Youngstown district had 
%.549,691 tons or 10.82 percent of the Nation’s steel ingot capacity of 69,775,354 
tons, a present increase of 3,828,689 tons: and January 1, 1944, just after com- 
pletion of the Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reservoirs, it had 9,989,800 net tons or 
10.41 percent of the Nation’s total. : 

Aside from the steel industry, there are other major expansions in the Mahon- 
ing Valley. The aluminum fabricating and processing industry, which has 
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grown here principally since World War II, now is estimated to employ about 
7.5900, which includes about 75 separate firms. This industry is a large sumer 
f domestic water. Other firms which have come into the area e the war 
nclude the Chrysler Corp. with a stamping plant, Sherwin-W is ( Harvell 
Manufacturing Co., Swedlow Plastics C International Pay Glo Union, 
American Brake Co., Ohio Boxboard, Kaiser Chemical & Al} l y 
thers. 

The steel industry will shortly become even more dependen i be 
iuse of increases in steel capacity. Republic Steel is wo U a 350,000-ton 

® expansion at its Warren plant and a 75,000-ton expansion at its Youngs n 
s Works. Youngstown Sheet & Tube is planning a 400,000-ton expansion at 
s Youngstown. United States Steel no doubt will get a large steel expan n 
i om its sintering plant, how under construction, and like \ | 1 a by- 
; products coke plant which will require enormous quantities of addit al w r 

Other industrial expansion here is also dependent npon increa ynestic 
water supplies in Youngstown, Niles, Warren, and other ¢ ies 

General Motors Corp.’s new Lordstown plant will require 2 to 2 n 
gallons daily from Niles, and some others under consideration now wil lire 
another 2 to 3 million gallons daily. 

The Mahoning Valley’s present reservoir facilities consist of: 

Meander Reservoir on Meander Creek, — h has an impounding capacity of 
10 billion gallons and a rated safe daily yield of the driest cycle of years of 
30 million gallons a day. This frec edaiite? has been exceeded and the district 
under a contract with the Army ceataine has been authorized to take up to 
34 million gallons daily from Berlin Reservoir, for which it will pay $34 per mil- 
lion for what it takes. 

Mosquito Creek Reservoir, a 36-billion-gallon reservoir, but which has a very 
small drainage area (about 97 square miles). Warren has been authorized to 
pump up to 16 million gallons daily for a domestic supply but now is trying to 
increase this to 26 million gallons daily. Berlin, 27 billion gallons storage 
capacity. Milton, 9 million gallons storage capacity. 

I am therefore asking your consideration for authorization of the West Dr h 
project, as a substitute for the already authorized Eagle Creek proj to help 
to protect this major industrial district against future devastating floods and 
to help to insure its future industrial eos oe safeguarding its future con- 

} tribution to the national economy and national defense 

; 

i [From the Akron (Ohio) Beacon Journal, July 4, 195 

PORTAGE AND THE WEST BRANCH 

3 Congressman Kirwan's successful sponsorship of the West | ich R r 

} project met some unexpected opposition in a protest which 1 Portage ¢ ity 
Farm Bureau sent to the House Public Works Committe 

Actually the Portage people have reason to be glad th protes rt 
succeed. They needn’t take the Mahoning Valley's \ \ ng 
defense of the West Branch comes from an obviously impartial s he 
Akron Beacon Journal. 

The Beacon Journal observes that the ‘open ber is not “a suddenly ) d-up 
cheme to tap U nele Sam for a boondo project” and i I d ly on 
lood control. Rather, it has been planned fae 25 years, is of the | i- 

l ion system which includes the Berlin and Mosquito ek Reserve nd 

rt of a national program and more specifically a w nro- 
am.” "Phe editorial continues 

“The Mahoning River is one of the valuable industrial sets of nort "n 
Ohio. Its water is used over and over again by steel and oth ndustrie ong 
its banks as it flows through Warren, Niles, Girard, and Youngstow | x 

lade last October showed that at one industrial intake near Youngstown the 
water at times was above 100°. At that temperature it has little value for cool- 
ing purposes for steel mills or electrical generating units such as Ohio Edison 

has at Niles. 

‘The West Branch Reservoir would create a new supply of fresh water by 
impounding the runoff from heavy rainfall, and make this supply available for 
the coming expansion of andasiry in the Mahoning River watershed. That more 
vater is needed cannot be denied. 

‘The farm bureau also created the impression that considerable producing 
icreage would be covered with water if the dam is built. Portage County au- 
thorities say that about three-fourths of the estimated 4,000 acres needed for the 
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reservoir now is brush-covered swamp. These authorities point out that this 
acreage is on the tax duplicate at a low figure, while development of the reservoir 
would create a recreation area and boost property values around the reservoir. 
This happened to other areas developed for reservoirs or other purposes in 
Portage County.” 

In the light of these facts from an objective source, and also the consideration 
that the reservoir would offer a future water supply, in case of need, for the 
Portage County cities of Kent and Ravenna, Portage people may well join in 
the Beacon Journal’s conclusion: 

“The West Branch Reservoir proposal is part of a broad plan that would aid 
materially in industrial development without distress to Portage County.” 


{From the Youngstown (Ohio). Vindicator, July 2, 1956] 
VALLEY’s FIGHT FoR ENOUGH WATER Gores Back 40 Years, Stitt Is ON 
(By George R. Reiss, Vindicator Industrial Editor) 


The Mahoning Valley’s desperate back-to-wall fight to solve its water problems, 
both domestic and industrial, has been under way for more than 40 years against 
heavy odds and it appears to be a never-ending fight. 

In those years, leaders in the fight to solve water supply problems have accom- 
plished wonders. But still more miracles will be needed to provide the area with 
a good, adequate water supply sufficient for present needs and a growing indus- 
trial area. 

The proposed $14 million West Branch Reservoir, now before Congress, is just 
another step along the way. Apparently it is not a complete solution. 

Col. H. E. Sprague, United States Army district engineer at Pittsburgh, is in 
charge of making the West Branch survey. He estimates the Mahoning Valley 
needs enough more reservoir storage capacity to supply an average minimum flow 
of 142 million gallons a day in the Mahoning River to meet the United States 
Public Health Service’s minimum standards of 320 million gallons a day at 
Youngstown. West Branch will supply only 32 million gallons. Besides, the 
area will need more domestic water to serve its raply growing population. 


FILTHY STREAM 


The Mahoning Valley’s fight to conserve its water supply through the reservoir 
system dates back to 1914. Youngstown then was the Nation’s second largest 
steel producing center, although it had only about half today’s capacity. 

The Mahoning River in those days, in hot weather months, was a trifling 
stream, thick, of coffee-brown muck, a malodorous mixture of water, waste pickle 
liquor scale, sewage, and other materials. It was used both as a domestic and 
industrial water supply and, as now, a convenient place to dump sewage. 

Youngstowners induced the city to build Milton Reservoir, a 10-billion-gallon 
reservoir, to help rectify the situation. When it was completed in 1916, it helped 
the situation—but it helped Warren and Niles even more. They also got water 
from the river and dumped their sewage into it. They got Milton’s water first. 

Meanwhile, Republic Iron & Steel Co., Brier Hill Steel, Youngstown Sheet & 
Tube, Carnegie Steel Co., and others had enlarged their plants and increased 
their water needs. 

MEANDER BUILT 


The next step came in the 1920’s when valley leaders realized they would have 
to get domestic water supplies from new—and cleaner—sources. Niles and 
Youngstown banded together and Warren stayed aloof. They got the Ohio Legis- 
lature to pass the Sanitary District Act, enabling communities to work together 
on water problems. They organized the Mahoning Valley Sanitary District, 
which built Meander Reservoir, an 11-billion-gallon project on tiny Meander 
Creek just west of Mineral Ridge. 

When it was completed in 1932, Niles and Youngstown got one of the best 
domestic water supplies in Ohio. Meander was rated to furnish 32 million gal- 
lons of water during the driest cycle of years. Yet leaders realized even then 
that if the area was to grow, even more water would be needed. The sanitary 
district acquired land in the upper Mahoning River Basin for a supplemental 
domestic reservoir. 
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The industrial water problems always were present, and leaders, pushing for 
a Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal, hoped it would provide supplemental! blessings 
in improved water supplies. Then Pittsburgh helped Youngstown’s water supply. 


PITTSBURGH HELPED 


After the floods of 1986 and 1937 caused many millions of dollars in property 
damage, particularly in Pittsburgh, pressure was brought on Congress. The law- 
makers passed the comprehensive Flood Control Act of 1937 authorizing dozens of 
fiood control reservoirs. Included were authorizations for flood control reser- 
voirs on the upper Mahoning River, Mosquito Creek, and Eagle Creek. 

Just before World War II, a clamor went up for more steel. Youngstown mills 
needed more water badly and protection against floods. 

Congressman Michael J. Kirwan persuaded United States military leaders to 
provide the money and materials to build Berlin Reservoir, a 27-billion-gallon 
reservoir. 

THEN MOSQUITO CREEK 


The result was such a spectacular success that Congressman Kirwan went to 
bat for Mosquito Creek Reservoir, a 36-billion-gallon project. Again military 
leaders came through. The two were the only flood-control projects built in the 
whole United States during the war. 

When Berlin Dam was being built, the Mahoning Valley Sanitary District re- 
linquished its rights to the land it had tied up for supplemental domestic water 
supply. In return, it was given rights to install fixtures in the dam so it could 
obtain a future supplemental water supply from Berlin. 

After the war, domestic water needs grew by leaps and bounds. Soon the sani- 
tary district found itself dangerously near its 32 million gallons per day limit. 

The district then negotiated a contract with the United States Army engineers 
to withdraw from Berlin up to 34 million gallons daily to supplement the Me- 
ander supply. 

Warren, meanwhile, encountered domestic water troubles, and sought a new 
supply. It negotiated with the Army engineers to take up to 16 million gallons 
daily—at $4.50 a million gallons—from Mosquito Creek Reservoir. Until recently 
foes of the sanitary district blocked its efforts to tap Berlin. However, the way 
was cleared recently and a new pipeline is being built to connect the two 
reservoirs. 

Meanwhile, during and after the war, a new system was worked out to permit 
“juggling” the available water supply to provide maximum use. Part of the 
storage capacity in Berlin, Milton, and Mosquito Reservoirs is reserved for flood 
control, part for low-flow control—and the part reserved for low flow is increased 
as flood dangers diminish. 

Army engineers keep a regular check on the Mahoning River’s flow and temper- 
atures at Youngstown and Leavittsburg, also the water in storage. As river tem- 
peratures rise and flow falls off, the quantities of water released from the reser- 
voirs are increased, thus controlling the temperatures. In heavy rains which 
flush out the rivers and provide cooler temperatures, the flow from the reservoirs 
sometimes is cut off entirely for a time, thus conserving water supplies. 

And that’s how Youngstown industry has come through the years. 


{From the Youngstown (Ohio) Vindicator, July 1, 1956] 
ArEA’s GrowTH ExpPpANDS VAST THIRST FOR WATER 
By George R. Reiss, Vindicator Industrial Editor 


The Mahoning Valley, part of the Nation’s fourth largest steel-producing area 
and one with the skimpiest industrial water supply, has an enormous thirst. 
And the big thirst is growing rapidly. 

Current steel expansion, coupled with other growth here, is boosting the valley’s 

yater needs, and the valley is running out of possible sources of water supply 
inside its own limits. That means it eventually must seek new water supplies 
outside it own area, as has been done in other parts of the country. 

Valley industries now need 1% billion gallons of water daily to satisfy their 
thirst. Often in hot weather, the Mahoning River's flow falls to a trickle of 
178 million gallons a day. Thus, the industries must use every gallon over and 
over, up to 8 or 9 times. 
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KIRWAN TAKES ACTION 


Congressman Michael J. Kirwan recently asked Congress to authorize a 
$14 million reservoir for both low flow and flood control in the Mahoning’s West 
Branch, near Wayland, thus helping relieve problems of too much water at 
times and too little at others. The House Public Works Committee has just 
approved the idea. It still needs approval by the full House and the Senate. 

Col. H. E. Sprague, United States Army district engineer at Pittsburgh, recently 
pointed out the Federal Public Health Service has set a flow of 320 million gallons 
a day at Youngstown as an important requirement. He pointed out that the 
present reservoir system, including Berlin, Milton, and Mosquito Creek, can 
assure only 55 percent of this, or a minimum flow of 178 million gallons, and the 
proposed West Branch Reservoir would raise this minimum flow to 210 million. 


DOUBTS EAGLE CREEK SOLUTION 


He said the only other available water supply source in the Mahoning water- 
shed would be Eagle Creek. However, because of the extensive and expensive 
Silica workings in the Eagle Creek Reservoir area, he questioned that an Eagle 
Creek Reservoir could be economically justified. Even with an Eagle Creek Res- 
ervoir, the river would be short 78 million gallons daily of meeting the Federal 
Health Service minimum flow, he said. 

Congressman Kirwan, in urging the new West Branch Reservoir, recently 
assured the House Flood Control Subcommittee that the Mahoning Valley is 
doing its utmost to meet its own water-supply problems. 

He pointed ont that the valley “makes probably the most intensive use of 
every available gallon of water of any place in the United States.” He added 
that the area “contains probably the largest investment of private funds most 
vulnerable to flash floods.” 

Kirwan pointed out that the district as of last January 1 had 11,378,380 net 
tons of steel ingot capacity, or 8.9 percent of the Nation’s 128,363,000 tons of 
capacity ; 25 blast furnaces rated at 7,992,750 tons of the Nation’s 261 furnaces 
with a capacity of 85,485,230 tons; and 4 coke plants rated at 4,018,000 tons of 
the 71,508,400 tons of coking capacity. 


MILLS HAVE VAST APPETITE 


Steel mills need enormous quantities of water, he said. He explained that 
the American Iron and Steel Institute reported that the industry in 1953 required 
3.1 billion gallons in its various processes; about 55 percent was recirculated to 
surface water sources. 

And Youngstown mills, Congressman Kirwan said, need unusually large 
water supplies. While nationally the mills needed about 57 tons of water (13,757 
gallons) per ton of pig iron, Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. required 54,000 gal- 
lons per ton in its 7 Mahoning Valley blast furnaces; and the 4 Campbell Works 
stacks required 61,000 gallons—or 4 times the national average. 

Kirwan explained this higher water use is due to high temperatures of water 
at Campbell, requiring large quantities to achieve the same cooling result. 
He pointed out that Army engineers had set 95° as the maximum desirable tem- 
peratures of river water at the Campbell intake. Unable to meet that maximum 
with water supplies available, they finally gave up, increasing the maximum to 
105°. 

COSTLY TEMPERATURES 


“That increase in temperatures,” he said, “has cost the industries hundreds 
of thousands of dollars annually in increased fuel costs, maintenance, and other- 
wise lowered efficiency.” 

Kirwan contended that the West Branch Reservoir will help to lower the 
maximum water temperature to 95° again. 

“The West Branch Reservoir,” he said, “will help substantially in aiding in 
developing domestic water supplies, which are sorely inadequate, by making it 
possible to use some present reservoir capacity for domestic uses.” 

He pointed out that river developments already have contributed enormously 
to the valley’s economic growth and will continue to contribute. Aside from 
steel, the valley has had other major expansion in recent years and other is com- 
ing. 
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GREATER NEED LOOMS 

The steel industry will soon need even more water, Kirwan said, pointing out 
that Republic Steel Corp. is working on a 350,000-ton expansion at its Warren 
plant and a 400,000-ton expansion at Youngstown. He said United States Steel 
also will need more water because of its expansion. 

“Other industrial expansion here is also dependent upon increasing domestic 
water supplies in Youngstown, Niles, Warren, and other communities,” Kirwan 
said. He pointed out that General Motors Corp.’s new Lordstown plant will need 
about 2 to 2144 million gallons daily and some other under consideration will 
require another 2 to 3 million gallons daily. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Krrr. Thank you very much, Congressman Kirwan. You 
are always welcome wherever Democrats are and I find this morn- 
ig, apparently you are welcome where Republicans are. [Laughter.] 

Senator Neusercer. May I ask one question ? 

Senator Kerr. Question by Senator Neuberger. 

Senator NevuBercer. What is the total cost of the project ? 

Mr. Kirwan. Fourteen million. The city is to pay half. The 
city is not asking for anything for nothing. ‘The flood control may 
come to about 7 million. Now, if I can just say this one thing and 
then I will bow out of here. The record of the Army engineers shows 
that 81 percent of the flood control in Youngstown was used up this 
year in 2 days’ rain. Just think of what would happen to us in 
flood. It came some years ago within 4 inches of getting into the 
plants and had it got in there, it cl cost millions and millions 
of dollars. 

Senator Neupercer. I certainly agree with what you said about 
the return on a public investment being a hundredfold. -You are 
absolutely right. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Kirwan. Thank you, Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Hruska. I just wonder, Congressman Kirwan, I notice this 
project in the bill, in the next one, is for authorizat ion substantis ully in 
accordance with the plans to be prepared by the Chief of Engineers. 
Now, ordinarily , we have the plans first. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is the Chief of Army Engineers and it has been 
his statement in front of the Public Wor ks Committee of the House, 
that it is far enough advanced on the plans, down through the 20 
years, and that they know every inch of it in there. He has already 
made that statement and he is here now to make it again, that they 
are already advanced far enough on the plans to know that it is 
a worthwhile project. 

It was already authorized in 1938 and all we are doing is changing 
the name of the title over to the next creek, where it is the only 
place left in that valley to get water. There is not another stream we 
can go to, not another creek. That is the only place left in that 
valley where we can get water. 

Senator Kerr. We will hear from the Army engineers. 

Now then, there is some opposition on this project and that is 
headed by Mr. Heard of Pittsburgh, and this afternoon, we will 
assign 30 minutes to Mr. Heard and the people that are with him to 
make their presentation this afternoon. 

Mr. Hearp. What time? 

Senator Kerr. That will just depend entirely on what we are able 
to do. 
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We will now hear from the engineers on the West Branch of the 
Mahoning River. 

General Itscuner. A review of survey scope on the West Branch 
was authorized by resolution of the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee on the 10th of March 1955. A report is being prepared by the dis- 
trict engineer and is due for ses wr lg in December 1956. How- 
ever, there is an unusually large amount of data available from the 
recently prepared Mahoning-Grand report which has not yet been 
submitted to Congress, but which has been heard and passed upon by 
the Board of Engineers of Rivers and Harbors and by the Chief of 
Engineers. 

The Mahoning River rises in the vicinity of Alliance, Ohio, flows 
northeast to the town of Warren and then reverses itself and flows 
southeast to its confluence with the Shenago River, forming the Beaver 
River, which in turn joins the Ohio River about 25 miles downstream 
from Pittsburgh. 

The West Branch of the Mahoning River originates near the town 
of Ravenna, Ohio, and flows east and slightly north to its junction 
with the main Mahoning River, upstream from Warren. 

The area of Warren, Niles, Youngstown, and New Castle, is very 
highly industrialized. In that general area is produced about 101%, 
percent of the pig iron of the country, and 9.9 percent of the steel pro- 
duction of the country. 

Youngstown had a population in excess of 168,000 in the 1950 
census. There are existing in the area 4 large reservoirs, of which 2 
are Federal and 2 were constructed by local interests. The two local 
reservoirs are Milton Reservoir and Meander Reservoir. Those reser- 
voirs are for flood control, low flow augmentation, and water supply. 
Two Federal reservoirs were built during World War II, and they are 
Berlin Reservoir and Mosquito Creek Reservoir. They were built 
largely to provide additional low flow water for the steel mills in the 
various towns, particularly Youngstown and also for other industry 
in the area. They do serve, however, a very important flood-control 
purpose. 

There is a flood-control problem on the Mahoning River which has 
been partially solved. However, in the years since the beginning of 
1952 there have been 9 minor floods at Warren, and 3 minor floods 
at Youngstown. However, if the 1913 flood were to reoccur today 
under present conditions of development, even with existing reservoirs, 
we estimate the flood damage would be about $29 million, of which 
the reservoir which we are going to propose, the West Branch Reser- 
voir, would prevent approximately one-half or in the neighborhood 
of $14,500,000 or $15 million flood damage. 

The average annual flood damage under existing conditions with 
the 4 reservoirs that I have mentioned already in place is about $572,- 
000, of which the West Branch Reservoir would prevent about $300,- 
000 on the Mahoning River. In addition to that, it would prevent 
about $86,000 on the Beaver River and on down along the Ohio River. 

One of the greatest needs in this area, in addition to flood control, 
is the need for increasing the flows of water for the use of industry. 
It is partly a problem of pollution, but it is more a problem of high 
temperatures of the water. 
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At the present time the flows are being augmented with the exist- 
ing reservoirs so that the flow at the present time is 275 cubic feet 
per second average throughout the year. However, in the sum- 
mer, 470 cubic feet per second are released because they need it more 
in the summer, and in the winter it drops down to 185 cubic feet per 
second. 

With the West Branch Reservoir those flows would be augmented so 
that instead of the 275 cubic feet per second average annually, the re- 
lease would be 325 cubic feet per second, and in the critical summer 
period, instead of 470 cubic feet per second, 520 cubic feet per second 
would be released. 

Senator Hruska. What is the necessity for that increase? Is it 
principally temperature ? 

General Irscuner. It is principally temperature. It is also pol- 
lution. But its main purpose would be for cooling waters for the 
industries downstream. 

Senator Hruska. There was considerable testimony yesterday about 
the pollution which occurred there. A statement was made, among 
other things, that the addition of this water wouldn’t improve that 
situation any except speed the disposal of that polluted water which 
is generated in that area. Have you any comment on that? 

General Irscuner. Obviously any increase in the flow will lessen the 
effects of the pollution. It will make the condition of the stream 
better. I am sure that even with this release the pollution would 
— be bad. But the primary purpose is not pollution abatement, 

5 providing lower temperature water for industry. As a matter 
‘Se i might tell you what the annual benefits would be from 
this proposed ‘dam, which would illustrate that point. The average 
annual benefits we estimate would be $386,000 for the reduction of 
floods, $10,000 for increased land use, $78,000 for pollution abate- 
ment, and $174,000 for industrial water supply. So the benefit for 
industrial water supply is something over two times the annual benefit 
claimed for pollution abatement. 

Senator Hruska. What are the local participation requirements? 

General IrscHner. As I indicated to you, sir, the report is just 
being prepared by the district engineer, although we know an un- 
usual amount about it because of other studies. But we would esti- 
mate that somewhere between 40 and 60 percent of the entire cost 
of the project would be reimbursable by the downstream beneficiaries 
in the area of Youngstown and the other cities along the valley. 

The total cost of the project is estimated very roughly at this time 
as $14 million. Therefore, the local contribution would be in the 
neighborhood of $7 million. 

Senator Hruska. Testimony was given here the other day that 
local agreements had been completed and signed and were undertaken 
by local authorities. Is that included in your local report ? 

General Irscuner. We have at this time no signed agreements with 
the authorities downstream who would provide that local coopera- 
tion. But we have assurances from the Mahoning County commis- 
sioners that the contribution required in the report will be forth- 
coming. 

Senator Hruska. In what form are those assurances ? 

General Irscuner. Just a letter, I believe, from the commissioners. 

Senator Hruska. Could we have that for the record ¢ 
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General Itscuner. We will furnish you a copy of that letter. 
(‘The information requested is as follows :) 


The attached resolution adopted by the county commissioners, Mahoning 
County, Ohio, in February 1954 applied to a more extensive proposed improve- 
ment than the West Branch Dam and Reservoir. While it cannot be construed 
as representing the formal and specific views of the county with respect to the 
West Branch project, it is indicative of the local interest in the solution of the 
water resource problem. Interest is continuing to be maintained. 


RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF THE MAHONING-GRAND RIVER FLOODWAY 


We, the duly elected members of the Board of County Commissioners, Mahoning 
County, Ohio, in regular meeting assembled, do hereby adopt the following 
resolution; 

Whereas on November 21, 1949, this board of county commissioners, adopted 
a resolution approving and supporting a plan of improvement for flood control 
and stream flow regulation in the Mahoning and Grand Rivers, Ohio, known 
as the proposed Mahoning-Grand River floodway which plan was then proposed 
by the district engineer, Pittsburgh, Pa., district, Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army as the result of a survey made under a congressional directive; and 

Whereas the district engineer has been engaged on a reexamination of the 
proposed floodway plan in light of current requirements and conditions and as a 
result of this reexamination has concluded that the plan of development pre- 
viously proposed remains, except for minor modifications, the plan best adapted 
to solution of the flood and flow regulation problems of the lower Mahoning 
River Basin; and 

Whereas the district engineer as a result of the reexamination has concluded 
that the nature of the benefits which would result from the project are such as 
to warrant substantial participation by local interests in the cost of constructing, 
operating, and maintaining the project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this board of county commissioners hereby confirms its resolu- 
tion of November 21, 1949, evidencing its approval of the floodway project and 
acceptance of such local cooperation stipulations as may be required. 

It was moved by Mr. Gilronan seconded by Mr. Carney that the foregoing 
resolution be approved and passed. 

Remarks: None. 

Rolleall voting resulted as follows: Fred A. Wagner, aye; Edw. J. Gilronan, 
aye; Thomas J. Carney, aye. 

(Signed) Frep A. WAGNER, 

(Signed) Epw. J. GILRONAN, 

(Signed) THOMAS J. CARNEY, 
Mahoning County Commissioners. 

Whereupon, the president declared the foregoing resolution duly adopted this 
17th day of February 1954. 

(Signed) Frep A. WAGNER, 
President of the Board. 

Attest: (Signed) Jon C. Cox, 

Clerk of the Board. 

I, John C. Cox, clerk of the Board of County Commissioners, Mahoning County, 
State of Ohio, hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the 
original resolution now on file in my office. 

[SEAL] (Signed) Jorn C. Cox, 

Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners, 
Mahoning County, State of Ohio. 

General Irscuner. It was alleged that the purpose of this project, 
perhaps indirectly, was to further the construction in the future of 
a canal from Lake Erie to the Ohio River. Obviously the project 
itself could never form a part of such a canal because it runs at right 
angles to the location of such a canal, regardless of where it is put. 
It of course would augment the flow in the Mahoning River and con- 
ceivably could facilitate the construction of such a canal. But cer- 
tainly that is not the intention of the project. It is extremely remote 
from any consideration we have at this time. 
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We cannot conceive of how this project could be cor 
project to further a canal which we have not favor 

Senator Hruska. When you speak of intentio! 

] parties concerned or for the ¢ ‘orps of Engineers 

General IrscHNeEr. Lam speaking for the Corps « 

[ sincerely believe that the people who want th 
rown and the Mahoning Valley do not want it for 1 

Senator Hruska. Would the volume of wate 
down, with the addition of the water from th 
Isranch, be sufficient to sustain a canal operation 
own ? 

General IrscuHner. It would certainly assist 

inal but I believe there would be r ‘quired au CO? 
dredging, straightening, and other works. Tow n 

quired I don’t know. However, there would 
this reach, 

Senator Hruska. Iam speaking of the volume 
improvements. 

General IrscHNER. The volume of water ¥ oul 
DV providing slight ly greater dept! 1 and prov id 
locks. But it would not be sufficient to provide : 
great deal of additional. work which would ha 
Congress. 

Senator Hrusxa. I understand. But the allegation 
terday in other testimony that there was intention along 
and that is the reason I am exploring this with you, Genera! 

General IrscHner. I really believe that is very far-fetched. Cs 
tainly it never entered our minds and I am sure it doesn’t enter 1 
minds of the people who really need this water : r industry. ' 
is Why they want water, and not foracanal. Not that there isn’t 
ment for a canal, because there is, but I don’t believe this project 
into the canal picture. 

Senator Hruska. The language of the bill indicates that 

is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with ins 
prepared by the Chief of Enginers.” It is observed that the next item 
with reference to the Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa., has similar 
} anguage. As far as you know, are those the only two instances where 
that language of “plans to be prepared” is ued in this bill, General 
Itse ‘hner ? 

Mr. Brennan. That precise language, Mr. Chairman, I believe is 
used only in those two items. There are other instances in the report 
where the proposal is to authorize the improvement in accordance 
with plans of the division engineer, for example, or others. That 
is, plans which have not yet been prepared or which have not yet been 
approved by the Chief of Engineers. 

Senator Hruska. In this instance as you testified, the report has 
not been completed by the district? 

General Irscuner. That is right. It has not been completed and 
will not be completed by the district engineer until the end of this 
calendar year. 

Senator Hruska. Does that complete your statement on the West 
Branch of the Mahoning River item / 

General ItscHner. Yes, sir; that completes my statement. 
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Senator Hruska. Did you get into the matter of benefit-cost ratios / 

General Irscuner. I did not. I inadvertently omitted that. The 
benefit-cost ratio, sir, we estimate at this time will be 1.14 tol. That 
might be changed as we develop the project further. But we feel 
that it is fairly conservative. 

I believe it was said, sir, yesterday, that the location of the dam 
had not been determined. Actually, we have determined the location 
of the dam. We know in general terms how it will be constructed, 
what it will be like. We know its capacity. We know quite a bit 
about it. We do not have the details of it designed as yet. 

Senator Hruska. What bearing has that on the estimates? 

General Irscuner. That would have a great effect on the estimates. 
We believe we have proceeded far enough in the preliminary con- 
siderations of the design of the project to determine with a reasonable 
degree of assurance that the estimated cost is $14 million. 

Senator Hruska. That will conclude, at least for the time being, 
the showing on the West Branch, Mahoning River. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Monroney is here and with him are some 
citizens from southern Oklahoma. Senator, do you have a statement ? 

Senator Monroney. I would like to yield to people who are here 
first and then I will be able to speak after. 

Senator Kerr. This is in connection with proposed legislation to 
amend the program on Millwood Reservoir in Arkansas and to pro- 
vide an alternate reservoir system in Oklahoma and Arkansas on the 
tributaries of the Red River. 

First, I would like at this point to place in the record excerpts from 
the Arkansas-White-Red River Basin multiple-purpose plan as devel- 
oped by the Interagency Committee under legislation passed in 1950, 
and the report of which Interagency Committee was made in 1955, 
this being pages 25 to 40, inclusive. Also, a comparison of three 
multiple-purpose plans to develop the water resources of Little River 
by Waiter C. Burnham, October 1955. 

(The reports referred to above are as follows :) 


A COMPARISON OF THREE MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PLANS TO DEVELOP 
THE WATER RESOURCES OF LITTLE RIVER 


(By Walter C. Burnham) 


1. The Corps of Engineers’ plan as given in the Arkansas-White-Red River 
Basin report. 

2. The Corps of Engineers’ plan of improvement for the development of water 
resources, September 1955, 

3. All-purpose plan consisting of eight tributary reservoirs and the modifica- 
tion of the authorized Millwood project. 


COMPARISON OF THREE PLANS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF WATER RESOURCES OF 
LITTLE RIVER WitH AN ALL-PURPOSE PLAN 


The Little River drains a portion of the Kiamichi Mountain area in south- 
eastern Oklahoma and a small area of the Ouachita Mountain area in south- 
western Arkansas. The total drainage area is 4,260 square miles and enters Red 
River at mile 465 near Fulton, Ark. Approximately 4,140 square miles is above 
the location of the Millwood Reservoir. The principal tributaries are Glover 
Creek, Mountain Fork, Rolling Fork, Cossatot, and Saline Rivers. The average 
annual rainfall is nearly 50 inches. 

The Corps of Engineers have made several reports on Red River in Louisiana, 
Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Texas. In the preparation of these reports available 
dam sites were considered on each of the principal tributaries. Pertinent data 
were compiled and published. From these data an all-purpose plan to develop 
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he water resources of Little River has been prepared. Such a plan will provide 
jood control, develop a large part of the potential hydroelectric power and provide 
ample storage for other benefits, such as municipal and industrial supplies, pollu- 
tion abatement and irrigation, as the needs for these uses develop. 

The area at the present time is underdeveloped as far as the ability to make 
beneficial use of the water is concerned. ‘Timber is a principal industry. The 
tillable lands are in the flood plains of the numerous streams and in the extensive 
area between Little River and Red River. The flood plains are subject to fre- 
quent overflows which prevents extensive farming operations and the building up 
of the soil to yield the crops that would be possible if protected by reservoirs and 
levees. 

The Corps of Engineers, in compiling the data for the Arkansas, White, and 
Red report, prepared a report on possible solutions for developing the water 
resources of Little River. This report gave the estimated average annual benetits 
by tentative plan of improvements for six-reservoir system 
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as follows: 
6-reservoir system : 

Flood control 

Power 

Conservation 

Recreation 

a ae esas 


Bene/jit 
S309, 250 
3, 771, OOO 
216, 300 
$14, OVO 
—F2, 000 


«awe 4, 638, 350 
(P. 25 of “Possible solutions.’’ ) 

The estimated annual charges of $5,321,400 indicate a benefit-cost ratio of 0.87 
for the tentative plan of development. The report is summarized with this state- 
ment: “The upstream system of reservoirs desired by local interests would provide 
flood protection to Little River and tributary valleys, would provide adequate 
water supplies for municipal and future industrial uses, would utilize water re- 
sources for power, and would improve conditions for development of the economy 
of the area. Even though the system of reservoirs lack economic justification in 
monetary terms, it is considered that the plan is a feasible solution to meet the 
needs of the area and should be included in the comprehensive development plans 
of Red River Basin. It is probable that the economic attractiveness will increase 
when correlation with power operation of other systems is made, final power 
values are determined, and the Department of Agriculture teams complete their 
survey.” 

This tentative plan did not propose any changes in the capacity of the Mill- 
wood Reservoir, nor assign any of the flood-control benefits accruing below 
Millwood to pay for the flood storage in the six-reservoir system considered. 

The future value of this water for municipal and industrial purposes was not 
considered in estimating the benefit-cost ratio of 0.87. The power benefits of 
$3,771,000 is in excess of the revenue that can be derived from the sale of the 
power. It may be explained that the benefits are intended as an estimate of the 
total value of the hydroelectric power to the public and to the Nation, and that 
these benefits would exceed the revenues collected for the sale of power at whole- 
sale rates. The power revenues must be sufficient to pay for the actual cost of 
providing the power facilities. 

The Arkansas, White, and Red report estimates the value of the power at site 
at $2,658,000 (p. 36, pt. IT, sec. 2, vol. F, Arkansas-White-Red report), which is 
close to the revenue vaiue. The question is which value should be used by the 
Corps of Engineers to justify the inclusion of power in the project. Is it the 
benefit value to the public, or is it the revenue collected for the sale of the power 
at wholesale rates? 

The letter prepared by the Corps of Engineers, dated September 13, 1955, esti- 
mates the value of 241,300 acre-feet of storage for domestic and industrial water 
supplies will yield in excess of 500 million gallons of water per day and has a 
benefit of $2,211,000 annually. This letter also reduces the storage capacity of 
Millwood Reservoir from 2,260,000 acre-feet to 1,718,000, with a decrease in cost 
of $10,860,000. The flood storage for Millwood, as authorized, is 2,208,000 acre- 
feet. Flood storage with Millwood modified, plus the flood storage in the 6-reser- 
voir system as contemplated in the September report, totals 2,990,600 acre-feet. 


In the flood-control benefits of $309,250 in the earliest report, this value appears 
81980—56——_12 
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to be made without anticipating future development and changes in the uses of 
land that can be reasonably expected. There are, according to this report on the 
tentative plan, 190,200 acres of classified land in the flood plain. ‘The annual 
value of the crops in a flood-free year was estimated and tabulated in this report 
as follows: 





Crop Acres Value | Value per 
} acre 
Timber i es NS oe a Na eee oe 112, 640 $345, 370 $3.0 
Pasture s bah ia eal lta 5 es Ble ee 63, 150 30, 610 48 
Cultivated ie ee eee ae teas 14, 410 490, 030 34.00 
etd ase oe cs arn pa ern SO Pie oe Oe 190, 200 866, 010 4.55 


The estimated crop yields were: corn, 23 bushels to the acre; cotton, 
550 pounds in the seed; oats, 30 bushels per acre; and sorghum, 14 bushels 
per acre. These values appear reasonable for the present conditions of the 
flood plains, but are far below the yields from bottom lands protected from 
floods. For example, if one-third of the classified land was placed in cul- 
tivation and the value of the crop was only $50 an acre, the annual value 
of crops would be increased from $866,000 in a flood-free year to over $3 
million. Certainly, the value of timber land at $3 per acre is extremely low. 
For such an improvement in land use the valley income would be increased 
by over $2 million, a large portion of which would be estimated as benefits. 

Therefore, with the tentative plan and a benefit-cost ratio of .87, with 
power values reduced from benefits to revenues, and a benefit value estimated 
for water uses, with flood benefits based upon future development, and a por- 
tion of the benefits accruing for flood protection below Millwood, it appears 
the system of six upstream reservoirs and modified Millwood would be fully 
justified. 

The tentative plan prepared as a possible solution for the development 
of the water resources of Little River does not provide sufficient storage to 
develop the water resources. 

We propose for an all-purpose plan that the storage in Millwood be re- 
duced from 2,200,000 acre-feet for flood control to approximately 1 million 
acre-feet; that 2 reservoirs be built on the main stem of Little River above 
Idabel; and the 8 upstream tributary reservoirs be constructed to provide flood 
storage, hydroelectric power, and sufficient dead storage together with power 
storage to make use of the regulated flow of the streams for the future 
needs of municipalities, industries, dilution purposes, and irrigation, as these 
needs develop. A comparison of the pertinent data of such an all-purpose 
plan with the tentative plan considered in the preparation of the Arkansas- 
White-Red report and the improvement plan of September 13, 1955 follows. 

The three plans analyzed are, first, the Corps of Engineers prepared a 
possible solution plan to develop the water resources of Little River, con- 
sisting of 6 upstream reservoirs, which was later modified to 7 reservoirs 
by including Dierks project on Saline River. This plan does not include any 
modification of the authorized Millwood Reservoir. The Millwood Reser- 
voir, as authorized, has a flood storage of 2,208,000 acre-feet. The flood stor- 
age in the upstream 7 reservoirs increases this to 3.569,000 acre-feet. 

The data for the second plan, headed in these tabulations “report”, was sub- 
mitted te some organizations and officials subsequent to a conference held 
in the Tulsa district office in September 1955. The Millwood project in this 
plan is modified by decreasing the flood-control storage from 2,208,000 to 
1,666,000 and provides flood storage in 6 upstream reservoirs, which, with 
modified Millwood, gives a total of 2,990,600 acre-feet. 

The third plan is designated in these tables “All purpose.” In this plan 
the Millwood Reservoir is modified and the flood storage is reduced to 1 
million acre-feet, and with the flood storage in 8 upstream reservoirs, a total 
flood storage of 2,318,000 acre-feet is provided. 

Millwood, as authorized, with a flood storage of 2,208,000 acre-feet,, pro- 
vides a storage equal to 10 inches of runoff from the 4,144 square miles above 
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he reservoir. The flood storage in the tributary reservoirs of the all-purpose 

lan is equivalent to 11 inches of runoff from the area above each reservoir. <A 
lood storage of 700,000 acre-feet in Millwood Reservoir will provide 12 inches 
runoff from the area below the tributary reservoirs and the Millwood 
site. The million acre-feet proposed allows for regulation of flows from the 
ipstream reservoirs. The total flood storage of 2,318,000 acre-feet is intended 
to serve all of the purposes of the Millwood project, as authorized and dis- 
ribute the benefits accruing from the area below Millwood to all of the projects 
in the system. 

The table headed “Pertinent data” shows the location of each project on 
each stream, the river-mile, the drainage area above the dam, elevation of 
the tops of the dam, and the elevation of the top of the flood control for each 
dam for each of the three plans. 

Two essential differences between the all-purpose plan and the plans prepared 
by the Corps are, first, more storage is provided above Idabel in the all-purpose 
plan by including an additional reservoir above Pine in the upper reaches 
of Little River. This adidtional storage is used for stream regulation, genera- 
tion of power, and provides storage for future uses. 

The second difference from the plan proposed by the Corps of Engineers is all 
‘orps’ reservoirs have unregulated spillways. This type of design required a 
freeboard of 20 to 25 feet. The freeboard is reduced to 12 or 13 feet when spill- 
ways are controlled and operating personnel is always available at powerplants. 

The tabulation entitled “Reservoir storage” gives the flood control, power 
storage, water supply, dead storage, and total storage for each of the reservoirs 
for each of the three plans. Flood control storage has been discussed. The 
power storage in the corps’ report in the Arkansas-White-Red survey is 1,159,000 
acre-feet. In the all-purpose plan it is 1,621,000 acre-feet. This difference 
additional storage in the three reservoirs above Idabel and increased 
storage in Narrows and Broken Bow Reservoirs on Mountain Fork. 

The report of September 1955 provides 241,300 acre-feet for water supply. The 
Arkansas-White-Red report and the all-purpose plan provided for water supplies 
to be taken from the power storage and from the dead storage when and if the 
needs require. 

The dead storage in the all-purpose plan is 1,869,000 acre-feet. This provides 
for large permanent pools for recreation purposes, boating, emergency uses, 
and for possible future needs. The Corps’ plan in the Arkansas-White-Red 
report provides for a dead storage of 1,170,000 acre-feet. The principal differ- 
ence between these two plans is the reserve storage provided in the all-purpose 
plan in the reservoirs above Idabel. The corps’ report of September 1955 pro- 
vides a dead storage of 81,100 acre-feet, of which 52,000 is in the Millwood 
Reservoir. This plan is entirely inadequate for providing power, recreation, or 
other uses. 

The total storage in the all-purpose plan is 5,808,000 acre-feet and the plan 
prepared by the corps in the Arkansas-White-Red report is 5,898,000 acre-feet, 
The total storage in the September report of 3,313,000 acre-feet is far too small 
to develop the water resources of Little River. 

The plan of improvement submitted in the corps’ report of September 13, 1955, 
proposes the use of 500 million gallons of water per day as the only beneficial 
use. The total 500 million gallons of water per day for municipalities and 
industries cannot be used in the foreseeable future. The construction of the 
system should not be deferred until the need of this amount of water develops. 
It is proposed that the reservoirs be large enough to permit reallocation of stor- 
age for needs that are not supplied by releases for power generation. This 
amount of water, 500 million gallons per day, although far beyond the present 
needs of municipalities and industries, is only 770 cubic feet per second. The 
recorded average flow at the Horatio gage from a drainage area of 2,674 square 
miles is 4,126 cubic feet per second for the years 1931 through 1952. The drain- 
age area above the Millwood Dam is 4,144 square miles. At this ratio the aver- 
age flow of Little River is approximately 6,000 cubic feet per second. 

The third table is “Pertinent hydroelectric data” for the 2 plans, 1 by the 
Corps of Engineers for the Arkansas-White-Red report, and the other the all- 


dam 


is 
power 
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purpose plan. The principal difference results from the additional storage in 
the three reservoirs above Idabel, that is, Caney and Pine on the main stem of 
Little River, and Lukfata on Glover Creek. 

The pertinent question on power is whether the benefits to the public will be 
used for justification, or the revenues from the sale at wholesale rates. If 
the revenues are used, then certainly Federal income taxes would not be included 
in the economic costs. The output of these projects is peaking power and will 
be sold and integrated in the systems of preferred customers and the private 
utilities. The generating and transmission cooperatives, the REA cooperatives, 
and municipalities do not pay Federal income tax for power and energy pur- 
chased from the Government or for power and energy purchased from private 
utilities. The private utilities pay the Federal income tax on profits from the 
sale of power and energy received from the hydroelectric plants on the same 
basis as the power and energy generated by their steam plants. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion the real question is: Can such a system as described in the 
all-purpose plan be economically justified ? 

The differences between the all-purpose plan and the Arkansas-White-Red plan 
as to storage capacities and installation for power are not too great for careful 
comparison. 

The construction cost of the 6 plants in the Arkansas-White-Red report is esti- 
mated at $121,895,000. Of this amount $964,000 is for remedial fish and wild- 
life measures. The total annual economic costs, based upon the above construc- 
tion cost, is $6,918,000, of which $827,000 is for taxes foregone, of which a large 
part is Federal income tax, and no allowance is made for increased values of 
the shoreline property, docks, and boats on the reservoirs. 

The annual monetary benefits are $6,336,000, of which $442,000 is flood control; 
$2,658,000 is power benefits; and $3,266,000 is water-supply benefits. The bene- 
fits of flood control to the 190,000 acres of classified land in the flood plains above 
Millwood were previously discussed. The water-supply benefits of $3,266,000 is 
a high estimate and exceeds the special report of September 1955, in which 
500 million gallons per day was estimated to have a value of $2,211,000 annually. 

The benefit of Millwood Reservoir as authorized is estimated as $2,452,000. 
If the storage capacity at Millwood is reduced and this project considered as 
an integral part of the system as proposed in the all-purpose plan, approximately 
50 percent of this benefit would accrue to the upstream reservoirs. 

These estimates and monetary values are found in the report on the Arkansas- 
White-Red River Basins, part II, section 2, under “Little River multiple-purpose 
plan, Oklahoma and Arkansas,” and on “Hydroelectric power” in part II, section 
7, tables 5 and 20 (a). 

We are in full accord with the statement as quoted from the Corps of Engi- 
neers’ comment on the tentative plan of development, except their statement 
that the system of reservoirs lack economic justification in monetary terms. 
We believe the underestimate of flood-control benefits and reallocation of the 
flood benefit for the modified Millwood Reservoir will meet the monetary require- 
ments for the all-purpose plan. 
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Hydroelectric power data 





Co ps, Arkansas-W hite-Red Al 
Plant 
Prima Avera I \ 
amoul t 
Kilowatt- Ki ult- 
Kilowatts hours | Millions Kilowatts hours Millions 
Caney. — eee a nlibveieistalio aa Take hata ak 24 31.2 + 
ine shinies isle ‘ ‘ 15, 000 19.5 +4 ; 3s. ( 40 
Lukfata se iacen =e 20, 000 22. 9 ai.2 22, ' 20 4 
Narrows ! 50, 000 65.7 8&8. 2 6 84.1 
broken Bow .. 75, 000 OS 6 127.9 , R0 4 ) 
Chapel Hill? 13, 000 14. 7 0, F g 0 } 
Gilham ‘ - 25, 000 32. 5 45. 5 22 2 8. 2 
Dierks. -. ; 7,000 8.2 11. ( ) 7.9 10.4 
Total. er 205, 000 262. 1 374.9 232 103. 4 387.9 


! Sherwood. 
3 DeQueen, 


LITTLE RIVER MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PLAN, OKLAHOMA AND ARKANSAS 


1. GENERAL INFORMATION 


Project name: Little River multiple-purpose plan, Oklahoma and Arkansas 

Location: On tributaries and main stem of Little River, Sevier County, Ark., 
and McCurtain County, Okla. 

Major purposes : Flood control, power, and water supply. 

Planning data located at: Corps of Engineers district office, Tulsa, Okla 


2. Scope OF INVESTIGATIONS 


The major portions of the investigations for this plan are of survey scope. 
Some features of the studies are of preliminary examination scope as discussed 
hereinafter. 


3. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


PHYSICAL FEATURES 


The Little River multiple-purpose plan includes the following: 

Mountain Fork project, consisting of the Sherwood (Narrows) and the Broken 
Bow Reservoirs on Mountain Fork; Pine Creek Reservoir on Little River: 
Lukfata Reservoir on Glover Creek ; DeQueen Reservoir on Rolling Fork Creek; 
Gillham Reservoir on Cossatot River; Dierks Reservoir on Saline River. 

The project is a solution for the major flood, power, and water-supply problems 
of the area. Pertinent data for the above units are shown in the tabulation on 
the following page. 
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PROJECT USES 
Flood control 


The individual reservoirs in the plan would have controlled the maximum 
flood of record-at their respective dam sites except for Sherwood (Narrows) 
and Broken Bow which would have controlled the second flood of record. The 
7 reservoirs of the Little River multiple-purpose plan would prevent about 76 
percent of the average annual flood losses in the Little River Basin below 
the dam sites to the upper limits of the authorized Millwood Reservoir. The 
7 reservoirs would have reduced the peak discharge of the maximum flood of 
record (April 1945) at the authorized Millwood Dam site from 125,000 cubie 
feet per second to 99,200 cubic feet per second, and the peak stages from 268.5 
mean sea level to 267.0 feet mean sea level. Flood protection afforded on tribu- 
taries below the respective dam sites is shown in the following tabulation: 


reduction 
of average 
annual flood 
losses 


| Percent 
Reservoir 
' 
| 
' 


| 
| 
| 


Mountain Fork (Sherwood and Broken | Mountain Fork-- 


Bow). 
Pine Creek . | Little River (between dam site and 
| of Glover Creek). 
i ee sa td Glover Creek 
DeQueen ; | Rolling Fork 
Gillham | Cossatot 
Da ie ene siacse ia scieanbsiaci inser 


Power 

Each power project is planned to operate in conjunction with other projects 
of the Little River system and Denison Reservoir. In most cases, the critical 
hydro period for the Little River Basin occurs at a different time than the 
Denison critical hydro period. This allows for diversity of streamflows and is 
mutually beneficial to both the Little River projects and Denison Reservoir. 

The Sherwood project with an installed capacity of 50,000 kilowatts would 
have an annual power output of 88.2 million kilowatt-hours. The maximum 
capacity at minimum head would be 50,000 kilowatts. 

The Broken Bow project with an installed capacity of 75,000 kilowatts would 
have an annual power output of 127.9 million kilowatt-hours. The maximum 
capability at minimum head would be 75,000 kilowatts. 

The Pine Creek project with an installed capacity of 15,000 kilowatts would 
have an annual power output of 44 million kilowatt-hours. The maximum 
eapability at minimum head would be 14,900 kilowatts. 

The Gillham project with an installed capacity of 25,000 kilowatts would have 
an annual power output of 45.5 million kilowatt-hours. The maximum capability 
at minimum head would be 24,700 kilowatts. 

The Lukfata project with an installed capacity of 20,000 kilowatts would have 
an annual power output of 37.2 million kilowatt-hours. The maximum capability 
at minimum head would be 17,400 kilowatts. 

The DeQueen project with an installed capacity of 13,000 kilowatts would have 
an annual power output of 20.5 million kilowatt-hours. The maximum capability 
at minimum head would be 11,200 kilowatts. 

The Dierks project with an installed capacity of 7,000 kilowatts would have an 
annual power output of 11.6 million kilowatt-hours. The maximum capability 
at minimum head would be 6,300 kilowatts. 


Water supply 


In the Little River Basin both surface water and ground water are used for 
supplying water needs. The present use of domestic and industrial water in 
the basin is about 3 million gallons per day. It is probable that future use of 
water from this basin will have little relationship to the present use. The Little 
River watershed is a forested, mountainous area in which lumbering is the 
principal industry. These factors in themselves would indicate a small future 
water use, but there are other factors which make it possible that future water 
use will be great. These factors are that the chemical quality of water in the 
Little River is excellent and that the use of water by paper pulp mills, which 
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are frequently located in the vicinity of forests, could be very large. A demand 
for this excellent water could develop from outside the basin, possibly as far 
away as the Dallas, Tex., area. If the water were used for the dilution of waste 
liquors from paper pulp mills the use could run as high as 160 million gallons 
per day for each mill, according-to a statement by the Dierks Coal & Lumber Co. 
It would take only a few such mills to utilize the entire regulated flow of the 
Little River. 

Provision of drawdown storage in the Little River projects for the production 
of hydroelectric power would provide a regulated outflow which would be of a 
fluctuating nature, because of the necessity of using this power for peaking 
purposes on the system load. These fluctuations would be severe immediately 
below the powerplants, but would be considerably dampened during flow through 
natural pools in the streams. The proposed installed capacity of the powerplants 
in this basin was based on a system operation in conjunction with the Denison 
project. During the critical hydro period in the Little River Basin the Denison 
powerplant would have no difficulty in carrying the extra load, so the power 
installations reflect the ability of the Little River projects to assist with the 
load during the critical hydro period of the Denison project. In connection with 
outflow from the reservoirs during dry periods, the assumption was made that 
each project would operate at a rate equal to its installed capacity for at least 
5 percent of each day. Under this assumption, data concerning power draw- 
down storage and average daily outflow during dry periods would be as in the 
tabulation below. It is these flows upon which the water-supply benefits for the 
Little River multiple-purpose plan are based. 


Minimum 
| Power draw-| mean daily 


Reservoir down storage outflow 
| (act e-feet) (cubie feet 
| per second) 
| 
Pine Creek oa Se ER Nees Rea Ce oa faa eae 198, 000 120 


Lukfata 


ait ae see LS BS nS ‘ ee ee 145, 000 90 
Sherwood (Narrows)-Broken Bow MET AL OE AE ee ae ees 474, 000 | 310 
RON eh en ee ciel catia aie malic pie et ere a nee Tk led | 100, 000 | 75 
Gilll s . . Se ees oe eet a 172, 000 110 
Dier} ; Et a Te fe eS ee 70, 000 | . 42 

Total : iene 1, 159, 000 1 747 


! Equivalent to about 483 million gallons per day. 


RECREATION AND PUBLIC USE 


Vountain Fork (Sherwood and Broken Bow) 

Opportunity for day-use recreation for the population of eastern McCurtain 
County is found at Beavers Bend State Park and on the streams and Jakes in this 
area. The nearest existing lake of any size is Lake Texoma, about 90 miles west 
of the project, where facilities are present for recreational opportunities associ- 
ated with a large water area. 

Broken Bow Reservoir would adequately provide such a lake area for the 
county and this region of the State. The attendance at the State park (195,146 
in 1954) would indicate that a regional attraction for tourist and vacation use has 
resulted from the facilities and services available. The extension of the park to 
include a part of the proposed reservoir, with other development of the project, 
would appreciably supplement the regional attraction. 

Sherwood (Narrows) Reservoir would provide additional recreational values 
for this region through a large water area ina scenic region of Oklahoma. Local 
needs, in connection with a large lake area, would be satisfied by many sites for 
day-use activities. This reservoir is proposed to he operated with the Broken Bow 
Reservoir, which adjoins downstream. The fluctuations of the lake resulting 
from such operation would encourage permanent installations, such as extensive 
concessions and organized camps, to be developed on the lower Broken Bow proj- 
ect. The two projects, in combination, would be a major recreational resource 
for the region. 


Pine Creck Reservoir 


The population of southeast Oklahoma is adequately served for recreational 
opportunities by Lake Texoma and the streams and forests of the Ouachita 








RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


fountains. The Pine Creek Reservoir would be of importance, with the ot 

nsidered projects of the Little River Basin, in a regional lake area which 
serve three adjoining States. <A lake of 11,500 acres in a 1ic area W 
onsiderable value in providing recreational attraction for State and out-of 
Isitors. 
Lukfata Reservoir 

The Lukfata Reservoir would be of importance, with the other considered 
projects of the Little River Basin, in a regional lake area which would serve three 
adjoining States. The lake impounded by Lukfata Reservoir is in an area of 
high recreational potential. The other projects of the basin would be of greater 
individual importance in providing opportunities for recreation; however, this 
project will be of value by itself and in the systems of reservoirs in providing a 
regional recreation area. 
DeQueen and Gillham and Dierks Reservoirs 

The opportunity for day-use recreation serving the sparse rural population and 
small communities of eastern McCurtain County, Okla., and Sevier County, Ark., 
is obtained from existing streams, forest areas, and an Oklahoma State park. 
The nearest water areas of any size and with available facilities are Lake Texoma, 
ipproximately 150 miles west, and Lake Sam Greeson, 75 miles east. The visitor 
ittraction of Beavers Bend (195,146 visitors in 1954) indicates the recreation po- 
tential of this area and the needs which the proposed reservoir may satisfy be- 
yond that for the local population. The DeQueen, Gillham, and Dierks Reser- 
voirs would provide important recreational values for this region through the 
creation of large lake areas in a scenic region of Arkansas. 


INTERRELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 


SCOPE OF HYDROLOGIC INVESTIGATIONS 
Survey scope. 
EFFECTS OF PROJECT OPERATIONS 


Flood control.—The 7 reservoirs operating in conjunction with Millwood 
Reservoir and the Red River projects of Hugo, Boswell, and Denison Reservoirs 
would have reduced the peak stage of the maximum flood of record at the Fulton, 
Ark., gage (April 1945), located on the Red River about 3 miles below the mouth 
f the Little River from 37.4 feeet to 27.4 feet (0.4 foot above bankfull), and the 


» ‘ 


peak discharge from 276,000 cubie feet per second to 132,000 cubic feet per second. 

Power.—When power is generated at Sherwood, the average discharge from 
the reservoir during the Denison critical hydro period would be 826 cubic feet 
per second. This discharge would provide a regulated inflow into Broken Bow 
Reservoir in excess of the inflow during the same critical hydro period at Broken 
Bow, and would insuré a miuimum power potential at the Broken Bow pla 
of about 11,250 kilowatts. 


CORRELATION WITH OTHER PROJECTS AND PK 


Other than drainage improvements and land-treatme! 
no other projects or programs proposed in the Little 
the seven-reservoir plan operated alone and in 
ceservoir and other authorized projects is discusset 
of flooding with the Little River reservoirs operating ha 
however, preliminary considerations indicate that freq 
be reduced sufficiently to make drainage feasible on G 
Reservoir, on Mountain Fork River below Broken B 
reach of Little River immediately below Pine Creek lL 
that the frequency of flooding would not be sufficient): 
feasible in that reach of the Little River immediat 
Mountain Fork River. Operation of the reservoirs 
the adopted flood-forecasting service for overall 
basin. 


CORRELATION WITH WATER REGULATOR 


No investigation has been made to determine the 
ished water rights under the laws of the States of Okla! 
the operation of the multiple-purpose plan. 
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INTERRELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER FUNCTIONS 
Low flows 


The flow records at gaging stations in the Little River Basin show that 
some periods of no flow have occurred during the 20-year study period. There 
is no conservation storage provided in the seven-reservoir system other than that 
proposed for power purposes, but it is intended to make the power releases 
available for domestic and industrial uses. 


Minerals 


Pine Creek Reservoir—No known mineral deposits of present or potential 
economic importance exist within the reservoir site. The Oklahoma Geological 
Survey reports gravel deposits having an estimated reserve of 150,000 cubic 
yards are present in the SE%4SE% of section 9, SW14NW% of section 15, 
and NW144NE of section 16, T. 5 S., R. 21 E., McCurtain County. These de- 
posits lie slightly above the proposed shoreline of the reservoir. These deposits 
were not examined by Federal Bureau of Mines engineers. 

Lukfata Reservoir—The Lukfata Reservoir will not affect any known mineral 
resources. 

Mountain Fork project— 

Sherwood Reservoir : Veins containing lead, zinc, and copper minerals have 
been prospected in the vicinity of Watson, adjacent to the east side of the 
reservoir site. None of the deposits has proved to be of economic 
importance. 

Shale has been produced from deposits within the reservoir site for 
use in road surfacing. A plentiful supply of this shale is available in 
area surrounding the proposed reservoir. No other mineral resources of 
potential value is known to exist in and adjacent to the reservoir site. 

Broken Bow Reservoir: Outchops of shale, sandstone, chert, and novacu- 
lite cross the reservoir site. The novaculite adjacent to the east edge of the 
reservoir site contains some manganese deposits that have been worked 
sporadically on a small scale. The proposed reservoir would have no 
adverse effects on the deposits. 

De Queen Reservoir.—Several inactive zinc-lead-copper mines and prospects 
are situated in or adjacent to the reservoir site. One of the mines, the 
Bellah, in sections 27 and 28, T. 7 S., R. 32 W., and one or more prospects will 
be inundated by the proposed reservoir. The Bellah mine was worked during 
the Civil War as a lead mine and later as a zine mine intermittently until 
1912. Production data are not recorded, but reports indicate that the mine was 
developed by several shafts and ore was mined above two of the levels driven from 
the main shaft. The mine workings have been inaccessible for many years 
so that evaluation of the property relative to remaining mineral resources is not 
possible. Prior to construction of the dam, the mineralized zone should be 
tested laterally and to depth for possible extensions of ore deposition. The 
Davis mine, in the NW section 10, T. 7 S., R. 32 W. is adjacent to the north 
end of the reservoir site. The mine was worked sporadically from 1842 until 
1918. Recorded production was 2,000 tons of lead-zine ore. The property will 
not be affected by the reservoir. 

Three inactive antimony mines are situated adjacent to the proposed reser- 
voir and two prospects are within the reservoir site. The two prospects, both of 
which will be inundated, are the Hankins and the Lignitz, in the SE4NE\% and 
the SWY4NE sec. 26, T. 7 S., R. 32 W., respectively. There is no tangible 
evidence that either of the prospects disclosed mineralization of potential eco- 
nomic value. The three mines are east of the reservoir site in secs. 19 and 20, 
T.758S., R. 31 W. The Otto mine has been the chief producer of the three. It 
was reopened in 1951 for exploration under a DMEA contract, but was inactive 
in 1952-53. The other two mines, both of which have yielded small tonnages of 
antimony ore, are the Brewer and the Valley. 

Gillham Reservoir.—Mineral resources of economic importance have not 
been noted in the reservoir site. In the vicinity of the proposed reservoir, a 
small tonnage of antimony ore has been produced from a property in sec. 6, T. 
78., R. 30 W., about a mile south of the dam site; and quartz crystals are found 
occasionally in plowed fields in the N\% sec. 27, T.5 S., R. 30 W. 
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Dierks Reservoir.—The reservoir site contains no known mineral resources 
f economic importance. Some prospecting for copper ore has been reported 
in sec. 16, T. 7 S., R. 29 W., but there is no evidence that an ore discovery was 
ever made in the locality. 


ECONOMIC EVALUATION 


A summary of monetary costs and benefits is shown in the table on pages 3 
and 36. 


FISH AND WILDLIFE ASPECTS 


The United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the State game and fish de- 


partment state: “The project would flood out some (see list below) of the finest 
lishing streams in Oklahoma and Arkansas, replacing a smallmouth-bass fishery 
of exceedingly high value with a type of fishing common in the vicinity. A need 
does not exist in the area for additional opportunities for lake or reservoir 
fishing.” 

Miles of 
Reservoir : streams 
Pine Creek 

Lukfata 

Mountain Fork: 


Sherwood 


De Queen 
Gillham 
Dierks 


There are only 4 sizable streams in the entire State of Oklahoma which 
furnish this high quality type of fishing, and 1 of these has been dammed and 
many miles of stream fishing eliminated. Projects presently proposed in the 
Little River Basin would eliminate large portions of the remaining three streams 
in Oklahoma. 

The mission of fish and wildlife administration is to provide qualitative and 
quantitative fishing and hunting opportunities for the public. This involves the 
achievement of diversification in fishable and huntable species and the con- 
comitant variations in methods of harvest which the public demands. This 
stream and the accompanying streamside habitat provide much-needed diver- 
sification and thereby occupy an extremely important position in the State fish 
and wildlife resource picture. 

Considering the absence of any needs for additional opportunities for lake 
fishing, the drawing of fishermen from existing and authorized and previously 
recommended reservoirs, and the quality of fishery that would be destroyed, 
only negative fishery benefits could be assigned to these reservoirs. 

Many acres (see list below) of habitat of value to upland game, big game, and 
fur animals would be destroyed by inundation in the reservoir areas. The 
reservoir sites occupy an important part of the deer habitat, and its destruction 
would further increase the critical need for more big-game hunting. The annual 
influx of 10,000 or more deer hunters into the Kiamichi Mountains for a short 
open season indicates the importance of this type of hunting within the area. 
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Monetary costs and benefits 


[Amounts in thousands] 
























































l | | | 
| Pine |Lukfata) Moun-|DeQueen| Gill- | Dierks 
Project ! Creek | Reser- | tain | Reser- ham | Reser- rota] 
| Reser- voir Fork | voir | Reser- voir 
voir pre rje ct | voir 
1 ' ! 
Construction costs: 
Federal ____..------ fe seus 1$17, 679 |$17, 429 |$47,297 | $11, 588 |$17, 309 |$10, 595 (23 $121,805 
Non-Federal 2_----- keene’ |------ = waekhas 
ia > oe os ..-------| 17,679 | 17,429 | 47, 297 11,588 | 17,309 | 10,596 | 22121, 895 
Annual equivalent construction costs___- 620 614} 1,633 408 | 609 373 | 234 957 
————— + —=|—— — |< — — == |= — — =| = a 
Annual operation, maintenance, and re- | | 
placement: | | 
PS a Bateindanioas ences nee eee 226 255 644 202 265 | 169 1, 761 
Non-Federal_ ---- Sihainnie n aokwene 15 |.. oaul 15 
Dae snnscecrnoncninnanna’ 226} 255| 659 202| 265) 169] 21,776 
Other annual economic costs 4____-.------ 72 67 | 578 42 | 100 26 | R85 
Total annual economic costs---- 918 | 936] 2,870 | 652 | 974 568 36,918 
Annual monetary benefits: | | ; 
DE ages Po chr sacdciess _— 181 230} 3,975; 6117] 1,164! 8110) 75,777 
ON chinese etieddcceunedennin ition eres ain 239 Seri 91 ® 330 
re ee ese 181 230184,214| 6117/91,255| 6110) 76,107 
{ 





1 Purposes for all projects are flood control, domestic and industrial water supply, and hydroelectric power. 


2 Division of Federal and non-Federal costs have not been deter 


3 Cost and annual charges shown in tabulation include the items listed below. 


mined. 


W here annual equivalent 


costs are not set out separately, they have been estimated and included in the total annual economic costs 


totals for the line items of the individual projects. 











Item 
Minimum Coordina- | Preliminary 
basie public- tion of estimates for 
Reservoir use facilities planning investiga- 
i able fish and tions by 
wildlife U.S. Fish 
Cost {Annual} measures | and Wildlife 
charges Service 
DRE... doe atte peaivas etree ard 192.0 20.0 oad 6.0 
Ne hice nie Sia ci chion banat sdieekebtes 40.0} 16.0 | 4.0 | 4.0 
NE ee Siecalga mbes aa 415.0 43. 0 12.0 12.0 
IN ee ee ne a ne | 89.0 | 15.0 | 6.0 3.5 
SUS ae AO emma | 125.0 | 20.0 6.0 | 4.0 
Dierks 71.0 | 13.0} 3.0 


6.0 | 
i 





In addition, the estimates for the Mountain Fork project include a Federal construction cost of 964.0 for 
remedial fish and wildlife measures; annual equivalent construction costs of 34.0; and annual operation, 
maintenance, and replacement costs of 25.0 (10.0 Federal and 15.0 by appropriate fish and game agency); 


a total annual economic cost of 59.0. 


The measures recommended and the costs thereof have not yet been 


completely worked out and agreed upon between the fish and wildlife agencies and the construction and 


planning agencies. 
been included in the project estimates. 


Reservoir 
F 


Pine Creek-.--- ae ees Be et are sige = 
Lukfata 

CN NS eco 
SUES a cchk cece 
Dierks 





Footnotes continued on page 183. 


Other estimates of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service as indicated below have not 


Remedial fish and wildlife costs 

















| Annual 
ederal con- Annual | operation, 
struction equivalent | maintenance, 
cost cost and replace- 
ment 
| 5.3 | 
1,000.0 | 35.3 26.0 
800. 0 28.3 20.0 
400.0 14.1 6.0 
450.0 15.9 8.0 
350.0 12.3 6.0 
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Operation of the reservoirs would render it of minimum use for waterfow 
ttle or no foods would be produced in the steep-sided, fluctua 
Such minor benefits would be more than offset by the removal 
ist below) of excellent waterfowl] habitat from the 
the lower Little River Valley as a result 
eservoirs. 


mux 
of flood cont 


cs ieteaaldeaaiamanise 
Footnotes continued from preceding page. 


icludes net loss of agricultural productior 
uisition of project lands. This amount also inc] 
uction of power projects. These amounts are t 


Pine Creek 

Lukfata 

Mountain Fork (Sherwood and Broken Bow 
DeQueen-. 

Gillham 
Dierks__-_- 


5 These benefits are not additive. See footnotes 6, 7,8, and 9 below 
These amounts are for primary power benefits only. These prima: 
ilternative private steam-electric stations and Federal hydro transmis 
ised on 2 other methods are listed below: 


Reservoir 


Pine Creek _-. 
Lukfata__- 
DeQueen. 
Dierks. 


’ The flood-control benefits have been estimated for the plan oper 
control benefits for the plan total 442.0, of which 349.0 are primary 
benefits. About 105.0 and 78.0 of these benefits have been tentatively a 
ind Gillham projects, respectively. The total benefits shown as 6,3 
benefits; 2,658.0 primary power benefits (secondary power benefits of 26+ 
water-supply benefits for the Mountain Fork (2,410) and Gillham (856.0 

not included for Pine Creek, Lukfata, DeQueen, and Dierks Reservoi 

’ Includes primary power benefits amounting to 1,699.0 on alternatiy 

1 Federal hydro transmissions; power benefits would be 1,487.0 based o 

d private hydro transmissions, and 912.0 (in accordance with Bureat 

steam-electric station and hydro transmission costs using taxes and il 
ised for the hydroproject. This figure also includes water-supply be 


itir 


procedures amounting to 2,410.0 (primary 2,191.0, secondary 219.0). Fl 
)5.0 are included. 
This figure includes primary power benefits of 321.0 and primary and 
of 856. Flood-control benefits amounting to 78.0 are included. Power 
rivate steam-electric stations and private hydro transmissions and 184 
the Budget Circular A-47) based on steam-electric stations and h 
est rates comparable to those used for the hydro project. 


j t 
YarTO t 
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| - 
| Acres of 
Acres of upland Acres of 
Reservoir forest game, big waterfowl 
|} gameloss | game and habitat 
| fur animals loss 


| habitat loss 





|. 
Pine Creek m ae ee oT 14, 600 | 8, 300 
Lukfata__-- ; ; Seca aee Scene | 4, 700 | 9, 100 

Mountain Fork: | | 
cy Soph og sana pcb eines ele cic a es pee blo ia ele ma 15, 100 } 5, 800 

Broken Bow. ‘ucyinvs nakuiennebaesceasire ela | 13, 300 } bis 

DeQueen___.-.--- edict tae Le eee ee ee aad 2, 800 | 5, 500 | 3, 000 
re a iat acs See nae 2, 360 6, 900 2, 300 
Nea en or cata ae eam 3, 400 | 3, 800 | 3, 400 

| | 








The Tulsa district corps of engineers indicates that, based on past experi- 
ence, the project would provide greatly increased fish ‘and wildlife utilization 
as compared to the use made of the preimpoundment area. 

The conservation, maintenance, and management of fish and wildlife as a means 
of natural-resource development of the reservoir areas is one of the desirable 
functions of the project. To accomplish this the United States Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the Oklahoma Game and Fish Department propose construction 
of an afterbay below the reservoirs in order that a constant flow of water (see 
list below) may be released into the stream at all times, except during flood 
periods. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Arkansas Game 
and Fish Department propose minimum releases of water to provide for a flow 
at all times below the dams of the specified amount (see list below) or the 
natural inflow of the reservoir, whichever is the lesser. To further accomplish 
this purpose it is proposed that lands be furnished to the appropriate State game 
and fish department for game-management purposes. These lands should be 
purchased, initially developed, and, after developments are established, placed 
under wildlife management by the State game and fish department. These 


measures would serve to compensate in part or whole for the loss of fish and 
wildlife habitat. 


Proposed Land for 
streamflow | game man- 
Reservoir below agement 
dam site purposes 
(cubic feet (acres) 





| ber second) 
allemaal 
| 


Pine Creek 


eaten ht + kiln oes | i vumewh ihn Alin 7 699.0 85 te Ge Os ee 4 400 22, 900 
Lukfata Ace tacieasadnesernecnsonssansnassuesseansccenesseeeoans le 180 13, 800 
Mountain Fork: 

Sherwood... ...-- Sai ae a A Se ie 490 15, 000 

RE Ane few, See eee Cet sect waar Berek. ore ee ye er ee 600 13, 000 
) 1ee 15 " 
enn Staepneesy “one -sronernrvesrenyainnieserresr ecm =norne tare Fnt + Oo 
NM crak preveietans soe sep ipbvese tones ilaieniecerantsladiandaedi tails Odgg nin sas aes oA necks eastbetb inion nieve | 150 7, 000 








1 Minimum streamflow to be as shown, or natural inflow into reservoir. 


ASSOCIATED COSTS REQUIRED TO INSURE THAT 
FORTHCOMING 


THE BENEFITS CLAIMED WILL BE 


All costs required to realize the power and water-supply benefits claimed are 
included in the project analysis. However, additional facilities would be re- 
quired to make the power and water available to the consumer. 


SUPPORTING PROGRAMS ; NONMONETARY COSTS; NONMONETARY BENEFITS 


6. BASIS FOR ARRIVING AT SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT SELECTED 


The reservoirs of the Little River multiple-purpose plan are considered to be 
adaptable for development of flood-control and power projects and would be 
operated as a system for flood protection in the Little River Basin and on Red 


River below the mouth of Little River. The scale of development is based on 


prime power releases at each of the 7 reservoirs operated as a system for the 
critical dry period from July 1938 to January 1941, inclusive, for power storage, 











+4 we «2 2 &,.869 
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nd the flood-control storages are based on studies of the 3 maior floods of record 

the Little River Basin with the 7 reservoirs operated as a systen ‘These 
studies indicate that flood-control storages equivalent to about 11.0 inches of 
runoff are desirable in each of the reservoirs. 


7. REPAYMENT AND Cosr ALLOCATION 
8S. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
9. ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATIONS REQUIRED 


The investigations that have been made are considered adequate for the pur- 
pose of project evaluation. However, prior to authorization, review of cconomiec 
data and of plans and cost estimates would be required. Other features that 
would need additional work include coordination of the potential power produc- 
tion With that of other projects: investigation of recreation, fish and wildlife, 
mosquito control, pollution, minerals and archeological aspects; investigation of 
water-supply needs and possible solutions, including source and quality: and 
investigation of ability and attitude of local interests toward meeting require 
ments for local participation. A thorough study will be needed of hydroelectric- 
power operation of this project and other Little River projects as part of a wide- 
spread system in the AWR area to insure increase in benetits due to diversity in 
flow. Also, to be investigated would be the economic aspects of using water for 
production of power and later withdrawing it from the stream for water supply 
or of allocating definite storage in the reservoirs for water supply 

The plan presented in this evaluation statement is subject to modification upon 
completion of further studies of water resources development in the Little River 
Basin. Present indications are that hydroelectric power, under current criteria 
or economic analysis, should not be included in the initial development 
should be included in the long-range plan. These studies al | 
Bow and Gillham appear to be the more favorable units for flood control and 
water supply. = 


ut 


1 vac 
so Show that Broken 


Senator Kerr. Senator Monroney, we will let vou determine how 
you want to proceed. 

Senator Monroney. I would lke to follow the witnesses. 

Senator IXERR. All right 3 introduce the w itnesses and then you may 
make your statement. 

I want to insert into the record, also at this pon t, a copy of S. 3483, 
which is the legislation sponsored by Senator Monroney and mvself, 
to bring about this authorization. 

(The above-mentioned bill is as follows :) 


[S. 3483, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To modify the authorized project for construction of the Millwood Reservoir on 
the Little River in Arkansas, to include the construction of the Pine Creek, Lukfata, 
Sherwood (Narrows), and Broken Bow Reservoirs 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the general plan for flood control on 
Red River, Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Louisiana (House Document Num- 
bered 602, Seventy-ninth Congress), authorized by section 10 of the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 647), is hereby modified to include the construction 
of the following reservoirs: 

(1) The Pine Creek Reservoir on the Little River; 

(2) The Lukfata Reservoir on Glover Creek; 

(3) The Sherwood (Narrows) Reservoir on Mountain Fork Creek: and 

(4) The Broken Bow Reservoir on Mountain Fork Creek ; 
with such further modifications in such general plan as the Chief of Engineers 
may find advisable in view of the inclusion of such reservoirs in such general 
plan. 


Senator Kerr. There have been communications from the Bureau 
of the Budget and Department of the Army in response to letters by 
the chairman of the committee, requesting their comment on this 


81980—56——13 
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legislation and they will be made a part of the record at this point. 
(The above-mentioned letters are as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
June 26, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 3483, 84th Congress, a bill to modify 
the authorized project for construction of the Millwood Reservoir on the Little 
River in Arkansas, to include the construction of the Pine Creek, Lukfata, Sher- 
wood (Narrows), and Broken Bow Reservoirs. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill, the 
purpose of which is stated in the title. 

This Department has authority to make a survey of alternate sites for the 
Milwood Reservoir, Ark., in the Red River Basin, in response to an item 
contained in the Flood Control Act of 1950. The report on this study, which is 
now before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, will contain recom- 
mendations concerning alternatives considered with a view to modifying the au- 
thorized Millwood project. 

It is suggested that the committee may wish to defer action on authorizing 
legislation until the report has been submitted to Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. _ 

Sincerely yours, 
WILzerR M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., June 21, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHarrMAN: This is in reply to your letter of March 20, 1956, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8. 3483, a bill to modify the 
authorized project for construction of the Millwood Reservoir on the Little River 
in Arkansas to include the construction of the Pine Creek, Lukfata, Sherwood 
(Narrows), and Broken Bow Reservoirs. 

The Department of the Army has not yet submitted its report on a survey of 
alternate sites for the Millwood Reservoir, Arkansas, to the Bureau of the Budget 
under procedures prescribed by Executive Order 9384. Until this report has been 
reviewed the Bureau of the Budget has no basis for appraising the merits of 
S. 3483. In the report he is making to your committee on this bill the Secretary 
of the Army suggests that action be deferred until the project report has been 
submitted to Congress. 

Accordingly the Bureau of the Budget would recommend that your committee 
defer action on S. 3483 until the report has been submitted to the Congress in 
accordance with established procedures. In addition, the Bureau would question 
whether, except in emergencies or rare instances of very large multiple-purpose 
projects, single project bills should be favorably considered. The Congress has 
customarily taken up from time to time all project reports pending before it and 
has enacted a general river and harbor and flood control bill. It is our belief 
that such consideration of the relative merits of a number of projects provides a 
better basis of selection than piecemeal action on individual bills. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rospert E. MERRIAM, 
Assistant to the Director. 


Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Norris should 
go first. 
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STATEMENT OF HAROLD NORRIS, PRESIDENT OF THE BROKEN BOW 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, BROKEN BOW, OKLA. 


Mr. Norris. I am Harold Norris, from Broken Bow, Okla., presi- 
dent of Broken Bow Chamber of Commerce; vice president of the 
Little River Valley Improvement Association, which is made up of 
more than 1,000 members from southwest Arkansas and southern 
Oklahoma. 

Since 1920 we have been striving to get flood control in southern 
Oklahoma and had made quite a lot of progress until the major flood 
on the Red River in 1945, and they came up with the Flood Act of 
1946 and authorized a dam, the Millwood Dam, which is near the 
mouth of Little River, thereby leaving unprotected more than 250 
river miles, fine bottom land, and one of the finest sources of quality 
water there is left in the United States that is not developed. 

Analysis shows that our water in most of our streams is of a superior 
quality. This water should have been in use a long time. The economy 
of the entire area, because of the frequent floods, two to three floods a 
year on the six tributaries of the Little River has brought bout a very 
undesirable economic situation, and I guess these upstream dams would 
have been authorized long before Millwood, but we have a lot of 
Indians in that country. When you hurt an Indian, he doesn’t holler, 
and if the Indian doesn’t holler, the white man can’t holler. He is 
ashamed. So we just did not make as much fuss as the other people did. 

But we have an amendment to this Millwood Dam which has been 

recommended by the engineers, and we object to the manner in which 
Sin v want to build the dam. We think the upstream dams should be 
built prior to the Millwood situation, because by doing so it would 
sive us flood protection and give us w ater as well as protect the lower 
Red River, which is the original intent and purpose of Millwood. 

So we would like to see these upstream dams receive Millwood in 
conjunction, so that more people couid benetit overall by the 


same 
etion taken, anc by SO doing we WI! ill } have available 


large quantities 
of fine water for industrial, recreational, and municipal and agri- 
cultural use. We would just like to see this amended proposal ac 
cepted by this board, and we think, like the Congressman from Ohio, 
it will be returned 100-fold to the Federal Government 
That is about the only observation I can make 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Norris. 

Senator Monroney ¢ 

Senator Monronery. I would like to have as our next witness Mr. 
Powell, who is president of the Little River Improvement Association. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Powell. 


In benefits. 


STATEMENT OF P. A. POWELL, CHAIRMAN OF THE WATER AND 


RESOURCES COMMITTEE, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, IDABEL, 
OKLA. 


Mr. Powreiy. I am from Idabel, and I represent the chamber of 
commerce by being chairman of the water and resources committee, 
as well as McCurtain County Development Association, an association 
within the county for development of that area. 
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We need these dams in McCurtain County very badly in order to 
develop that area. Our principal natural resource there is timber, 
and our second largest, and probably our greatest resource, is a great 
amount of superior water,as Mr. Norris has told you. 

This water is very valuable in this particular area because of the 
dry conditions in Texas and Oklahoma. Now, there has been some 
question about whether we can dispose of this water profitably. Peo- 
ple in this area and those who know the area fear that we will not 
have enough water in the dams to dispose of rather than too little. 

We have industries, as well as municipalities, knocking at our door 
now, wanting priority on any water that we can dispose of. So there 
is no doubt from the governor on down to the most humble citizen m 
McCurtain County that we can dispose of the water profitably if we 
are given a chance to do so. 

Now, there is one thing that we do object to in the report as it now 
stands. Weare required by this report, as submitted by the engineers, 
to pay some $2 million flood-control benefits that accrue from these 
upstream dams. This requirement is not made below at Millwood, 
and we think it is inequitable to ask people in McCurtain County to pay 
for flood-control benefits that are not required downstream. We think 
that our land is just as valuable to the whole United States as is the 
land below Millwood Dam. 

We also object, as Mr. Norris told you, to the manner and the time 
of building these dams. We contend that the way to build dams is 
to start upstream and to go down. We think that if our upstream 
dams are built first to their logical size, that then, you can determine 
better what size and to what extent you will need a Millwood Dam at 
the mouth of that river. You may not need it as large; you may need 
it larger, but at least, you will know what you need once the upstream 
dams are built. 

Now, these dams and this wonderful water up there and these reser- 
voirs, to use it to its ultimate capacity, we should develop hydroelectric 
power at these dams. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question there ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Gore. You have just mentioned the possibility of hydro- 
electric development. Is this drainage valley in the area of Oklahoma 
that has large rainfall ? 

Mr. Power. Yes, sir; we have around 50 inches a year. 

Mr. Norris. About 55, largest rainfall in the State. 

Senator Kerr. I may make this statement there, Senator Gore, 
southeastern Oklahoma and southwestern Arkansas, in my judgment, 
provide the largest watershed with the most abundant supply of fresh 
unpolluted water that has not been preempted or utilized of any area 
of similar size between the Appalachian and the Rocky Mountains. 

Senator Gore. Well, that is very interesting. Looking at the map, 
it did occur to me that it was located in an area of Oklahoma that 
has—— 

Senator Kerr. From 50 to 55 inches average rainfall. 

Senator Gore. Which is comparatively heavy rainfall. 

Mr. Norris. Two of these streams will run a daily average flow of 
close to 1 billion gallons a day. 
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Senator Gore. Now, is this area not also a mountainous or precip- 
itous area ¢ 

Mr. Powrtn. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Well then, both the annual rainfall and the character 
of terrain, it would appear to me, adds to the hydroelectric potentiality 
of this valley ? 

Mr. Poweiu. Definitely. 

Senator Gore. I suppose, Mr. Chairman, that the Corps of Engineers 
will be able to inform us on that 4 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Powein. Our principal industry at the present time is sawmills. 
However, with this water and hydroelectric power, there is very 
possibility and even probability that we will be able to get a paper 
plant in there in a very short time after we get this water available 
and this power available. As a matter of fact, land has already been 
bought for that purpose. So, the water and hydroelectric power will 
enable this community to develop astronomic ally. 

Therefore, we ask this committee to please give full consideration to 
all the potentialities of these three streams: The Little River and its 
two tributaries of Glover and Mountain Fork River in southern Okla- 
homa so that we might develop, as we should develop, and make this 
community a thriving ¢ ommunity that it deserves to be. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Powell. 

Senator Monroney. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, this 
is, I think, the most exciting project that we have in the whole Middle 
West. 

Mr. Chairman, from the basis of taking a dam which no one wants, a 
dry dam, a mud flat, a single purpose flood-control dam—— 

Senator Kerr. You are referring to the authorized Millwood proj- 
ect on Little River just above confluence with the Red River? 

Senator Monroney. Which has been authorized for some 15 years, 
I believe, and which every local interest in the whole region has op- 
posed its construction. 

Senator Kerr. Both Arkansas and Oklahoma. 

Senator Monroney. Both Arkansas and Oklahoma. It is a dam 
that will have absolutely no use except for the single purpose, down- 
stream, on the Red River. It takes this project, and for a modification 
cost of only $6 million, transforms this into the most exciting multi- 
purpose dam that I have ever had the pleasure of studying or working 
oe 

You move upstream from the Millwood Dam, and you construct 6 
mountain reservoirs, reservoirs which will not only generate some 275 
million kilowatt-hours of electricity, but would furnish for a water- 
starved area, including portions of Texas, Arkansas, and Oklahoma, 
the finest water supply that is known in any place short of the Rocky 
Mountains. 

The area in which these upstream dams will be built is virtually un- 
inhabited. It is rough, mountain terrain, uncultivated largely, and 
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there will be practically no displacement of any farm, city, or culti- 
rated lands. The fact that the water runs through the primeval hills 
and mountains and woods there gives you this pure water and at the 
same time makes your investment in these upstream dams the most 
productive, because there is practically nothing involved in the cost 
of relocation of any facilities of any kind, utilities, railroads, or high- 
ways, or anything of that kind. 

You get a hundred cents on your dollar as you locate those upstream 
dams. "They are deep dams. They are dams which will generate tre- 
mendous electric power, as I have stated, that will impound sufficient 
water to furnish great cities with the w ater supply that if these cities 
are to grow and live in the Middle West, must have available to obtain. 

When you consider that this whole modification of the project costs 
but $6 million more than the unwanted single-purpose dam, I think I 
am justified in saying that it is an exciting pr roject. 

Senator Krrr. Would it be well at this point to call attention to the 
fact that if you agree with the conclusion that by this modification, 
through the sale of water for municipal and industrial consumption 
over the next 50 years, a very large percentage of the total cost of the 
flood-control program, including Millw ood, would be recovered by the 
Federal Government, so that actually, they not only would have a more 
economic program and a more beneficial one, but by the modification, 
would be able to secure reimbursement for substantial portions of the 
entire investment ? 

Senator Monronry. I would say that that is exactly correct, that by 
these upstream dams, the hyro power that will develop, the water for 
sale to municipalities, such great municipalities as Dallas and Forth 
Worth 

Senator Kerr. Oklahoma City. 

Senator Monroney (continuing). And others that are desperate 
for water supply, that you will not only reimburse the cost of the up- 
stream dams, but it will carry the cost of the auxiliary dam, the dry 
dam located at Millwood. 

Now, in addition, you provide for flood-control protection on over 
220,000 acres of fertile bottom land that otherwise would be unpro- 
tected because these are fertile valleys below here [indicating on the 
map| and the best cultivable in that section. But, with the Millwood 
single-purpose dam, they receive absolutely no flood protection and 
continue to be devastated not once a year, but 3 or 4 times a year by 
the overflows and the flood. 

Many of these rivers are overflowing, particularly Mountain Fork, 
which overflows at least 3 or 4 times a year and they have to close 
traffic. So, you acquire all that protection there, in addition to other 
benefits up here. 

It would seem to me that when you construct these dams, you will 
shrink the necessary size of Millwood by more than 25 percent and I 
actually believe that if you permit the construction of these upstream 
dams, you will find that Millwood can be reduced by 50 percent be- 
-sause these dams, where the high rainfall occurs, will be able to im- 
pound the water and make even a lesser amount of Millwood neces- 
sary. 

Another important feature, if you build these dams up here [indicat- 
ing| the Gov ernment would only have to take the dam site alone for 
Millwood out of private ownership. They will acquire merely the 
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few hundred acres necessary for this big dam which will be an auxili 
ary dry dam and will secure easements from the present property 
owners who are willing to give the easements and the Government 
will then pay whatever flood damage occurs when this reservoir is 
filled. 

This is the finest timber stand in this valley that we have in the 
Middle West and if it is taken as a single dam and these dams are 
not built, then vast amounts of acreage ‘will have to be taken. ‘The 
dam will overflow, will be filled, perhaps once every 3 or 4 years, and 
the standing timber will be thus tremendously damaged. 

We feel with these auxiliary dams, not once in 25 years, perhaps 
not. once in 50, will this dam back up to any portion of its size and the 
Government. will merely pay the owners of the land. 

Senator Kerr. Flowage easements? 

Senator Monronery. Flowage easements on it and it will provide in 
that way for the most economical, the most practical, most beneficial 
flood-control program that I have ever seen during my 19 years in the 
Congress. 

Now, on one point—this has been approved by the Board of Army 
Kngineers—I must violently disagree that these people must pay the 
lion’s share of the flood protection up here, while this whole project 
costs but $6 million more. We are merely revising a previous authori- 
zation to make the dam more practical, more usable, and more work- 
able and if the local property owners are not charged for flood hene- 
fits down here, then why, if you move a portion of the dam up here, 
should these people be compelled to pay for land accretion values for 
protection from flood in merely making these upstream dams which 
benefit the Government and will bring in income, as you say, which 
will perhaps liquidate the entire cost of this project. 

It seems to me to be very unfair, as we revise this program to make 
it more useful to the Government, more useful to the country, more 
useful to industry, more useful to municipalities hundreds of miles 
away, they would have water supply, to try to saddle on these people 
the cost of accretion of land values because the dams have been el 
upstream, when you do not have it in the origina] Millwood author- 
ization, which has been in the law for some 15 years or more. 

So, we feel that they should not be saddled with that cost. We 
rather feel that the Government, if they build these dams, retain the 
rights to dispose of this water for the Government's benefit. As it is 
sold to municipal supply, it will not only recapture the money for the 
water storage, but will recapture enough money to liquidate not only 
the cost of the upstream dams, but the cost of the Millwood Dam it- 
self. 

Senator Kerr. As reduced ? 

Senator Monroney. As reduced. Further, may I say, that Mill- 
wood Reservoir, as it was originally authorized, w ill flood out some of 
the industry that is located in that valley. First, a cement plant, one 
of the largest in Arkansas, according to testimony before the Army 
engineers, will be literally ruined if the Millwood Dam is constructed 
as presently authorized and the devastation to the lumbering indus- 
. y, which is the main principal means of support of that area today, 

by the construction of Millwood Reservoir in its continued use peri- 
odically for overflow control under the present authorization, would 
devastate that industry. 
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So, instead of ruining the industry of that community with this new 
plan, it will make it, what I feel to be, a literal paradise for industry, 
for water supply, for reclamation, and for things of that nature. 

It is necessary that we move rapidly on this and I hope the com- 
mittee can get to it because the Federal Government is going to build 
a road through the national forest up here [indicating on the map| 
to connect with a mountain road coming down here to join Broken 
Bow and Idabel, which will be built by the State. But, until we 
resolve this matter and find out whether these dams are going to be 
built or not, we will hold up that project and that development of that 
whole southeastern area will not be possible. 

Now, on this dam, there has been some question about its construc- 
tion, some problem as to its individual feasibility [indicating |, but I 
say to you in planning basinwide work on a river system, we would 
be foolish indeed to try and make any single dam stand alone. 

These dams are part and parcel of the whole big problem that 
will protect the downstream people and you cannot individually assess 
the benefits. We feel that this dam here, which must be built, and 
there is a site where it could be slightly moved and it would in itself 
then, I feel, give you the economic justifies ation singly. But certainly, 
in a program to revise and modernize and make this authorization 
workable and beneficial, the whole chain of dams as proposed on 
this chart should be authorized at this time and the cost should not 
be assessed to the local people because the Federal Government will 
make more money out of the benefits from hydro power and water 
supply than they would if they tried to compel these small commu- 
nities to put up the cash in the first place. 

Senator Kerr. Are you familiar with the cost-benefit ratio of 1.47 
for this modification ? 

Senator Monroney. Yes. I think it will run actually higher than 
that because I do not think they figured in as much water supply 
sales or nothing for recreation and no power, so you add those to it 
and I think you will get a tremendous justification. 

Senator Kerr. I think the Senator is entirely right. I think the 
actual evaluation of the reimbursable benefits that will certainly 
flow from the projects from available sources of revenue will make 
it one of the highest ratio of benefits to cost of any project that I 
have seen in that part of the country. 

I am grateful to the witnesses and for the statement Senator Mcn- 
roney has made. Are there any questions? 

Senator Hruska. What is the total cost of the six dams? 

Senator Monroney. Difference in the cost, I would say to the Sen- 
ator, is between the original Millwood as authorized and the full 
program as you see here, with a 25-percent reduction in the size of 
Millwood, is only $6 million. 

Senator Hruska. What is the total cost of the six dams in the 
amended plan that you have in mind ¢ 

Senator Monroney. I do not have that identical cost because we 
have only tried to figure it in the cost of the revision. 

Senator Kerr. General Itschner can put that in the record. 

General Irscuner. The total cost of the six substitute dams is 
$57,355,000. 

Senator Hruska. In this writeup sheet the total cost of the modi- 
fied Millwood and upstream reservoirs is $103,035,000. What is that ? 
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General IrscHNER. Within that $103,035,000 is 857,355,000 for the 
six upstream reservoirs and the balance of $45,680,000 is the cost of 
the modified Millwood Reservoir. 

Senator Kerr. As against the original authorization or the present 
evaluation of the authorization of Millwood of what 

General Irscuner. Approximately $49 million. 

Senator Hruska. Of the original Millwood deve lopment ? 

Mr. Wetnkaurr. Yes, sir; on a current price basis. 

Senator Hruska. I cannot quite reconcile $6 million. Senator, 
what is that ¢ 

Senator Kerr. I think the figure that the Senator has used there 
is giving effect to the reimbursable items that would be available, 
Senator. 

General Irscuner. Could I clarify that? The $6 million is the 
additional cost to the Federal Government for the new proposal as 
recommended by the division engineer, including both a modified 
Millwood Reservoir without provision of water-supply storage and 
the six other reservoirs, including water-supply storage, as compared 
to the present-day cost of the original Millwood Reservoir. 

Now, the difference between the two, which is quite large, is the 
amount that local interest would have to contribute for the water 
supply. 

Senator Monroney. But the water supply would be a salable item, 
whether it was held in reserve by the Army engineers for resale or 
whether it was put up by the local community; is that not correct ? 

General Irscuner. It is contempl: ated that $55,781,000 of the cost 
of the project recommended by the Chief of Engineers, which includes 
provision of storage for water supply in Millwood as well as the six 
upstream reservoirs, would be returnable for the sale of water. 

Senator Kerr. From the sale of water ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I thought was the figure that was in 
the Senator’s mind in leading him to the conclusion that he announced. 

Senator Hruska. In the writeup sheet there is nothing said about 
development of power. Is that something that is in the future? How 
does it come about that there is no reference here whatsoever to hydro- 
electric power in the writeup sheet we have before us ? 

Senator Kerr. In the plans submitted by the engineers for modifica- 
tion, there was no provision for power, was there, General ? 

General IrscHNeErR. No, sir. Power was considered. We did not 
recommend installation of power at any of the reservoirs. 

Senator Monroney. We hope when the dam is authorized, penstocks 

can be built so later power can be installed because there is a vast 
volume of water that would be available for hydroelectric generation. 
[ think there is some new temporary policy obtaining now—— 

Senator Kerr. We hope it is tempor ary. 

Senator Monronry (continuing). On full development of water 
resources. 

Senator Hruska. Of course, the costs do not include cost of pen- 
stocks and all that? 

Senator Monroney. I believe penstocks could be built at prac- 
tically no additional cost. 

Senator Kerr. What about the cost of penstocks? They are not 
included in the figures you have given us, are they, General ? 
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General Irscuner. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Of what magnitude would that item be if provided? 

General Itscuner. We do not have any estimate of it available, sir. 
I think we could give you a rough estimate if we would be permitted 
to insert it in the record. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Please furnish that information for us. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

The approximate cost to install in the proposed Millwood and six upstream 


dams, penstocks adapted to possibie future use in the development of hydro- 
electric power is as follows: 


as a tn i ciicnreiesnboen $3, 080, 000 
RN er ane BN FID a carresenseserenjniesactepeoencsrenens 1, 400, 000 
NIN i ee eee 2, 300, 000 ————— 
RON EIR vain cca cetstcvencenwnés 2, 220, 000 NN no ee 14, 775, 000 
BOO NN 2, 500, 000 


As indicated, the foregoing estimates are approximate and may be subject to 
change depending upon the results of further investigations and studies which 
would be made during the detailed design stage prior to construction. 

Senator Monroney. If the dam is built, it is not too great a cost. 

Senator Gore. Did I understand you to say, General, you did not 
consider hydroelectric installations ¢ 

General Irscuner. No, sir; I meant to say we did consider and 
study the installation of hydroelectric power in all of these seven res- 
ervoirs, but we did not recommend the installation of power in any 
of them. 

Senator Hruska. Is that a final decision? Is that the decision of 
the board of review ¢ 

General IrscuNrr. That is the decision of the Board of Engineers; 
yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. What was the basis of your decision ? 

General Irscuner. Lack of economic justification, sir, at this time. 

Senator Gore. Lack of need for it or lack of what? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; lack of economic justification. 

Senator Kerr. What contribution to that inclusion did the present 
formula of the Bureau of the Budget have as compared with what it 
would have been under previous formulas ? 

General Irscuner. The present requirement that the value of taxes 
foregone be considered for each of these proposed projects did have 
an effect upon the recommendation. With the value of taxes foregone 
omitted from the analysas, the Mountain Fork project would be justi- 
fied for power. The others would not, even without consideration of 
taxes foregone. 

Senator Gorr. What do you mean by “taxes foregone” ? 

General Ivscuner. In analyzing a project for the inclusion of 
hydroelectric power, we are required by a directive of the Bureau 
of the Budget to consider the amount of taxes that an alternative 
privately constructed project would have to pay in making our eco- 
nomic analysis. 

Senator Kerr. And charge on your statement of assets and lia- 
bilities, that amount as a liability, economically speaking, with ref- 
erence to the feasibility of the project? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gore. You are not prepared to defend that? Excuse me, 
I will not ask you that. 
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General IrscuNer. That is an order to us, sir. It has been put 
into effect in the past few years. 

Senator Kerr. And, insofar as the study on the Mountain Fork 
project here, it is just as effective as though everyone considered it 
validly ¢ 

General Irscuner. [am not quite sure I understand. 

Senator Kerr. [ am not asking you either to approve or disapprove. 
[ am just asking you to state whether or not it is just as effective in the 
result of paying, as though everybody did approve it? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir ; but only for Mountain Fork. 

Senator Kerr. I say with reference to Mountain Fork ? 

General ItscHNER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any other questions / 

Senator Hruska. One other question. Senator Monroney, is it your 
thought that it is only the cash contribution by the local interests that 
you object to or all contributions of any kind 4 

Senator Monroney. Well, no, I feel that to require the local people 
to bank the funds necessary to build in the hydroelectric storage and 
the reservoir storage for municipal water would be disadvantageous to 
the local people because it puts a burden on them if they cannot incor- 
porate and float bonds and raise money to that extent. It would also 
deny the Government the chance to really make an excellent revenue 
over expenses out of banking this themselves to sell water and as to 
the development in the future of hydroelectric power. 

Senator Kerr. Further objection was to the requirement of the land- 
owner in the land below the dam making the cash payment for the 
increase in the value. 

Senator Monroney. I think that is indefensible. This is the first 
project, I believe, in the United States that they have tried to assess 
land accretion values for flood control. 

Senator Kerr. That is on reservoir flood control ? 

Senator Monroney. Reservoir flood control and since it was not as- 
sessed and not anticipated to be assessed below Millwood, then when 
you improve Millwood Dam with this modification, why should these 
other valleys that will be thus protected have to pay for the accretion 
in land values? It is an unheard of thing on reservoir protection up 
to this point. 

We feel that this is not a new authorization, it is merely a modifica- 
tion of an existing one and that the same benefits that the property 
owners had on the big dry Millwood Reservoir, should be allowed on 
the 250,000 acres, I believe it is, that will receive protection as you 
move upstream to build a part of the dam. 

Senator Hruska. You feel they ought not change the ground rules 
on you in the middle of the game / 

Senator Monroney. If it was good below Millwood, it ought to be 
good above. This, I might say, is supported, I know, by the two 
Arkansas Senators, this general practice of moving upstream. 

Senator Kerr. In order that the committee might have further en- 
lightenment on it, the provision of the present flood-control law is that 
before a project is built in a State, even though endorsed, it must have 
acquiescence of the State government in the State. And the State 
governments of both Okl: thoma and Arkansas have continu: ally op- 
posed the construction of Millwood, as authorized because of the great 
damage it would do to the large area and because of the fact that 
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better results can be obtained by modification of the authorization in 
these upstream dams and valley land between them and Millwood 
Dam protected from floods and most of the present contemplated 
reservoir area saved from floods. 

Timber, by the way, Senator, in this area, there is nowhere else 
that I know of in our part of the country that the timber is handled 
on the basis of annually harvesting a crop of timber and conservation 
and reforestation is practiced in such a way that actually, the amount 
of timber being cut each year is increasing because the land is being 
taken care of and the mature trees being cut and the area refor ested 
on a basis consistent with the best conservation practices. It is not 
like many areas where the timber has been stripped off and the land 
denuded. Actually, it is better timber area now than it was 40 
years ago when we began to cut timber in that country and some 
of the very finest part of it is in the reservoir area of the presently 
authorized Millwood project. 

Any further questions ? 

Senator Hruska. I have some discussion on that local contribution, 
which I do not know that it would serve any purpose to follow through 
at this time. Maybe we can reserve that for our executive session, but 
in brief, it is simply this. After all, here we have a policy in our 
small reclamaton projects law. We have a policy in the watershed 
law, which we are presently processing of requiring local interest to 
supply certain things. Now, up until the present time, under the 
watershed law, they have even participated in the construction of 
the structure itself. Now, moving over, that has been eliminated 
in the amended act. 

Therefore, in order to get some uniformity in the picture, that part 
of contributing to the structure itself is being dropped. However, here 
we now have an additional step by saying that inasmuch as there are 
some projects on which there is no contribution of local right-of-way, 
easements, and maintenance, and so on, therefore, this should not be 
done in this case, and it is strictly a flood-control project as of the 
present writing. 

If we are going to follow that line of reasoning, there will be every 
pressure brought to bear and there will be every justification for say- 
ing as to the watershed and the small reclamation projects, it is not 
necessary in those cases. 

Senator Monroney. Do you mean small reclamation for upstream ? 

Senator Hruska. Both. 

Senator Kerr. I think it might throw some light if General Itschner 
would tell us the size of these reservoirs. 

Senator Monronry. These are huge. 

Senator Kerr. These are not 2,500 acre-feet reservoirs. 

Senator Monronry. Those are farm dams. These are interstate 
flood-control dams. 

Senator Kerr. Fourteen million acre-feet, 12 billion gallons of water 
a day going out of this area down that river, Senator. 

General, what are the size of these projects proposed in Oklahoma 
on the tributaries of the Little River ? 

General Irscuner. They vary. One of them, Pine Creek, is 455,- 
000 acre-feet; Lukfata 207,000, and Broken Bow 534,000 acre-feet. 


The capacities shown include flood control, water supply, and sedi- 
ment reserve. 
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Senator Hruska. Perhaps that is the line of demarcation. I was 
not aware of the size of the puddles of water we were talking about. 

Senator Monroney. These have hydro and municipal water sup 
ply and even attract Dallas and Fort W orth to come up there and get 
I so this is, from the st: indpoint of av: ailability of water for two 
States, some in Texas and some in Oklahoma, that are suffering and 
have no other water supply, that these come way beyond the range 
of the upstream flood-control program which I am a co-author of and 
have been pushing for some 15 years. 

Senator Hruska. I am al: ad I asked the question now to get this 
conclusive result. I will not have to bring it up in executive session. 

Senator Monroney. Much of the cost on small reservoirs on up 
stream flood control under Public Law 566, proposed amendments, 
goes into the land treatments, you see, to control runoff, and all that. 
Only less than 10 percent was previously being demanded for the 
water structure itself from local contributions. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Senator. 


MitLwoop RESERVOIR, ARK., AND ALTERNATE RESERVOIR SYSTEM, OKLAHOMA A 
ARKANSAS, LITTLE River, TRIBUTARY OF RED RIVER 


Location.—Little River rises in southeast Oklahoma and flows into Red Rive 
near Fulton, Ark., in the southwestern part of that State. 

Report authorized by.—Flood Control Act approved May 17, 1950. 

E.vristing project—Denison Dam (Lake Texoma) ; project for flood control on 
Red River below Denison ( Boswell, Hugo, Millwood, Texarkana, Ferralls Bri 
Mooringsport, Black Bayou, Wallace Lake, Bodeau, and Cooper Reservoirs : levees 

and bank stabilization on Red River below Denison Dam; and local protect 
projects) ; and project for navigation, 9-foot channel from Mississippi River to 
shreveport. 

Plan of recommended improrement.—That the authorized Red River below 
Denison Dam project be modified by the reduction of the flood-control stor: 
capacity of the authorized Millwood Reservoir on Little River by about 25 per 
ro and by the addition of 6 reservoirs for flood control and water suppl: 

Little River Basin above Miliweod Reservoir was further modified to previ 
an additional 150,000 acre-feet for water supply. 

Local cooperation.—Local interests will obtain all necessary water rights and 
contract to pay the costs allocated to water supply within the economic lift 
the project, but in no event to exceed 50 vears after project is first available 
the storage of water for any purpose; and provided further that, for the six 1 
stream reservoirs, local interests give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of 
the Army that they will for each reservoir: (a) obtain all necessary water 
rights; (6) prior to the construction agree to pay, beginning when space 
for water supply and not later than 15 years from the time storage is available 
f 


for any purj ose, the costs allocated to water supply, such costs to be 


repaid 
Within the economie life of the project but in no event more than 50 vears afte 
project is first available for the storage of water for any purpose: (¢) contribute 


in cish toward the flood contro! first costs an amount varying for each resery 
and averaging 3.9 percent, as shown in the report of the district engineer, the 
total for the 6 reservoirs being presently estimated at $2,251,000; and provided 
further that, pending assignment of space to actual use for water supply, the 
total storage in any of the 6 upstream reservoirs may be used for flood control 


Estimated cost: 


Total cost of modified Millwood and upstream reservoirs $103, 035, 000 
Less cash contribution by local interests ~<a? 984. O00 
Total Federal cost of construction at this time 100, 774. 000 


Less total cost of presently authorized Millwood Reservoir -49, S00, 000 


Additional Federal authorization required . nO. O-4. OOO 


1 Of the amount of $100,.754,000, $55,781,000 ultimately will be r 


epaid by local interests 
for water supply, leaving a net Federal cost of $44,973,000. 
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Project economics 
Current 
a te llc ines alge $4, 336, 700 
See een nnn een oe iaatnatiaaeeencarn eens $6, 369, 300 
Benefit-cost ratio 


RED RIVER BASIN, MILLWOOD RESERVOIR 


Senator Kerr. Mr. Weinkauff? 

Mr. We1nkaurr. This report was authorized by the Flood Contrel 
Act of 1950 and concerns Millwood Reservoir and the development of 
alternate sites. Millwood Reservoir was authorized by the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1946. It is on Little River, which enters Red River just 
above Fulton, Ark., and about 261 miles below Denison Dam. 

The lands in Little River Basin are used primarily for timber, crop, 
and livestock production. The lands 

Senator Kerr. The Little River Basin, would you point that out 
on the map? 

Mr. WernKaurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Could you tell us the amount of flowage out of Little 
River into the Red River? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. I could give you that. I don’t have it readily 
available. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 

The mean annual runoff of Little River into Red River is estimated at approxi- 
mately 4,700,000 acre-feet. ; 

Mr. Wernxavrr. I might point out that floods have been a problem 
on both Little River and Red River for a period of many years. The 
average annual damage in the Little River Basin amounted to $297,000 
and in the Red River Basin from the mouth of the Little River to the 
upstream limits of the Red-Ouachita backwater area about $2,522,000. 

The authorized Millwood Reservoir has a capacity of 2,208,000 acre- 
feet of flood-control storage. The construction of Millwood has not 
been started as yet. The current investigation considered various 
plans and combinations of reservoirs. There were some 30 reservoirs 
considered initially. That was broken down into about 11 which were 
considered in detail. 

As I mentioned before, the problem was to try to develop alternative 
sites for Millwood Reservoir. 

I might point out that Millwood Reservoir is a key in the overall 
flood-control plan for the Red River Basin. The final processing 
of this report has not as yet been completed. We do not have the 
official comments of the Bureau of the Budget, the State agencies, 
and other Federal agencies. 

However, the report has been favorably considered by the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and has been considered by the 
Chief of Engineers. 

Senator Kerr. As I understand it, it has been approved by both? 

Mr. Werinxaurr. Yes, sir. The Chief of Engineers recommends 
modification of the authorized Millwood Dam and Reservoir by reduc- 
tion of the flood-control capacity by 25 percent, or 542,000 acre-feet, 
and the addition of 150,000 acre-feet for water supply, leaving a nei 
reduction of 392,000 acre-feet. 

He also recommends the construction of 6 upstream reservoirs with 
1,324,600 acre-feet of flood-control storage, and 241,300 acre-feet for 
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vater supply, subject to certain conditions including conditio ns of 
nbs cooperation, for the modified Millwood and for the 6 upstream 
reservoirs, 

I might point out the names of the reservoirs. ‘The recommended 
reservoirs are Dierks, Gillham, De Queen, Broken Bow, Lukfata, and 
Pine Creek. 

Senator Kerr. Could you give us the respective capacities as recom- 
mended ? 

Mr. WEINKAUFF. Yes, sir. The flood control storage capacity for 
Pine Creek is 378,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. Point that out for us. 

Mr. We1nkaurF. Yes sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the water supply? 

Mr. WwW EINKAUFF. The water supply for Pine Creek is 70,000 acre- 
feet. There is an allowance of 7,000 acre-feet for sedimentation and 
reserve. 

Lukfata, 172,000 acre-feet for flood control, 31,000 acre-feet for 
water supply, and sedimentation reserve of 4,000 acre-feet. 

Broken Bow, 443,000 acre-feet for flood-control storage, 81,000 acre- 
feet of water supply, and 10,000 acre-feet for sedimentation reserve. 

De Queen, 101,000 acre-feet for flood control, 18,000 acre-feet for 
water supply, and 2,000 acre-feet for sedimentation reserve. 

Gillham, 164,600 acre-feet for flood control, 29.200 acre-feet for 
water supply, and 4,200 acre-feet for sedimentation reserve. 

Dierks, 66,000 acre-feet for flood control, 12,100 acre-feet for water 
supply, and 1,900 acre-feet for sedimentation reserve. 


Senator Kerr. Are you familiar with the report of the Arkansas, 
White and Red River Study Commission ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Partially. 

Senator Kerr. Are you familiar with their recommendation for 2 


reservoirs on the Mountain Fork instead of 1? 

Mr. Wernxkaurr. Yes. As a matter of fact, in our report we con- 
sidered the two reservoirs on the Mountain Fork. 

Senator Kerr. What would be the capacity of the two as contrasted 
to the capacity of the one you have recommended ? 

Mr. Wernkaurr. The two reservoirs considered on the Mountain 
Fork were the Sherwood Reservoir and Broken Bow Reservoir. The 
storage in acre-feet for Sherwood Reservoir for flood control is 237,000 
acre-feet t, and that for power, conservation and sedimentation reserve, 
196,000 acre-feet, giving a total for Sherwood of 733,000 acre-feet. 

Broken Bow Reservoir, the flood-control storage was 232,000 acre- 
feet, and that proposed for power, conservation and sedimentation, 
661,000 acre-feet, or a total for Broken Bow of 893,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. What is the annual water runoff or flowage there, 
and could you interpret that in terms of what would be the experience 
with reference to filling these reservoirs ? 

Mr. Wetnkavrr. I can give you the mean annual runoff at certain 
stations that we have. 

At De Queen, Ark., on the Rolling Fork River, the mean »nnual 
runoff in acre-feet is 259,555. 

Senator Kerr. Which is that? 

Mr. WernxatrF. Rolling Fork River, at De Queen, Ark. 

Then on the Saline River, at Dierks, the mean annual runoff is 
147,589 acre-feet. 
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Senator Kerr. I am interested in Broken Bow. 

Mr. Wernkaurr. Mountain Fork at Eagletown, Okla., the mean 
annual runoff is 1,053,445 acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. And that would be the amount of mean annual runoff 
whether there were 1 reservoir or 2? 

Mr. Weinkaurr. Yes, sir. That is the natural runoff there. 

Senator Kerr. What is it with reference to the other two on Little 
River in Oklahoma ? 

Mr. Weinkaurr. We have figures for the main Little River at Hora- 
tio, Ark. 

Senator Kerr. Is it below the confluence with the main stream in 
Arkansas, or above it? 

General Irscuner. Just above it. 

Senator Kerr. Then it would approximate the combined runoff of 
three reservoir areas ? 

General Ivscuner. Plus any additional flow that is received below 
the reservoirs involved. 

Mr. Wernxaurr. The figure at Horatio, is 2,937,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. What would you estimate as to the amount of that 
that would pass through the gates of these three reservoirs ? 

Mr. Wetnxacrr. This figure is the runoff figure. It isn’t precipi- 
tation. Precipitation would be about double that. This is the amount 
that would pass through 

Senator Kerr. I contemplate the possibility of some of it being 
added to the stream below the sites of these three reservoirs. You say 
that on Broken Bow is 1,053,000. What are the other two projects / 

Mr. Wetnxaurr. Lukfata and Pine Creek. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have it for them ? 

Mr. Weinxatrr. Not separately. 

Senator Kerr. Would there be any way, General, of getting a rough 
estimate of what part of that 2,937,000 acre-feet would be from these 
3 reservoirs ¢ 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. I am sure I can get it. We believe 
about 80 percent of the amount given would come from those reser- 
volrs. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, it would be somewhere near 80 per- 
cent of the 2,937,000 acre-feet / 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; somewhere in that vicinity. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 





Of the mean annual runoff of Little River near Horatio, Ark., amounting to 
2,937,000 acre-feet, it is estimated that about 61 percent or about 1,800,000 acre- 
feet would originate above the Pine Creek, Lukfata, and Broken Bow dam sites. 

Mr. Wernxavrr. I will continue with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers. 

Included in the conditions were that Lukfata which has a benefit- 
cost ratio of 0.94; less than unity—the Chief of Engineers conditions 
his recommendation on the basis that Lukfata be reanalyzed prior to 
construction and is then found justified. 

Local interests are to pay for the cost of water supply and in addi- 
tion are to provide a cash contribution of $2,281,000. 

Senator Kerr. Is that with reference to the four reservoirs? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. If you want me to I might go into detail on that. 
The cash contribution is for the land enhancement benefits for these 
six reservoirs upstream of Millwood. 
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Senator Kerr. What is the recommendation for the local contribu 
tion of land enhancement below Millwood ¢ 

Mr. Wertnxkavrr. There is no recommendation for land enhance 
ment contribution below Millwood, either for Millwood or for the six 
reservoirs. In other words, the SIX reservoirs also produce benefits 
downstream. However, it was felt that Millwood was an authorized 
project, and prior to the policy of land enhancement. Consequently 
no charge was made against local interests for land enhancement down 
stream of the original Millwood Reservior. 

Senator Hruska. Would the relative difficulty of identifying bene- 
tits below Millwood also be a factor in that situation ¢ 

Mr. Wernkaurr. Tosome extent. Of course, as you go downstream 
you would spread out further with reference to benetits. 

Senator Hruska. You would have the intervention there of the 
Red River also which complicates the situation ‘ 

Mr. WEINKAUFF. Yes, sir; that is true. 

General Irscuner. Actually, that was not a factor in our decision. 

Senator Hruska. What was the greatest factor’ ‘The history of it? 

General lrscuner. The legislative history of Millwood Dam which 
had already been autorized without any contribution for land-enhance- 
ment benefits. 

Senator Kerr. It would be just as easy to determine the land en 
hancement below Millwood as it would be to determine the land 
enhancement below the other projects. 

Mr. Wetnkaurr. We have done tliat. 

Senator Kerr. It would be just as easy / 

Mr. WEINKAUFF. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Identifiable benefits / 

Mr. Weinkaurr. Yes, sir, they have been identified and evaluated 
on the same basis as the benefits were evaluated for Millwood and also 
for these downstream of Millwood. 

General Irscuner. I might clarify a little, if I may. If Millwood 
had not been authorized previously, we would require at this time a 
local contribution for land-enhancement benetits downstream from 
Millwood in spite of the difficulty of computing these benefits accu- 
rately. 

Senator Hruska. How far would that computation extend territo- 
rially 4 

General Irscuner. It would extend on down as far as there are any 
land-enhancement benefits. It would go down the Little River to its 
confluence with the Red River, and from that point on down a distance, 
the exact distance I am not able to say, but quite a distance down the 
Red River. 

Senator Kerr. The land-enhancement factor included in the recom- 
mendation at this time, as contrasted to the absence of it at Millwood. 


is based purely on the change in policy of the executive department 
of the Gover nment, isn’t it? 


General Ivscuner. That is right. 

Mr. Wiltesoee With reference to costs, the estimated first 
is $45,680,000 for the modified Millwood. 

Senator Kerr. That is for the six dams? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. No, sir; just the modified Millwood. 


cost 


81980—56——_14 
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Senator Kerr. Modified Millwood would estimate $45 million ? 

Mr. Wernxkaurr. Yes, sir. That includes 150,000 acre-feet for 
water supply in Millwood. That is $45,680,000. And for the 6 up- 
stream reservoirs the estimated first cost is $57,355,000, or a total of 
$103,035,000. Of that $103 million, $2,281,000 would be a cash con- 
tribution by local interests, and $55,781,000 would be eventually reim- 
bursable for water supply, leaving a net Federal cost of $44,973,000. 

Senator Kerr. For the seven reservoirs? 

Mr. Wetnkaurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. So that your estimate is that in the 50-year period 
the sale of water from the 6 upstream reservoirs would pay for the 
6 upstream reservoirs? 

Mr. Weinxavrr. It would pay for the amount allocated to water 
supply. 

Senator Kerr. Your figures on the reimbursement included your 

calculation of what would be received for the water supply in Mill- 
will itself ? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. Yes, sir. The annual charges for the 6 reservoirs 
plus Millwood are estimated at $4,336,700 and the annual benefits at 
$6,369,300, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.47 for the total plan of the 
reservolrs. 

Senator Kerr. Can you give us the figures which you found with 
reference to power cost and reimbursement on the Mountain Fork, 
contemplating the construction of both reservoirs on Mountain Fork 
which would be Sherwood and Broken Bow? 

Mr. Wernkacrr. Yes, sir. I have the figures for the two together, 

operated as a system. 

Sher wood and Broken Bow Reservoirs, the estimated construction 
cost of those 2 is $65 million 

Senator Kerr. Is that the power cost ? 

Mr. Werrnxaurr. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What I am talking about would be the addition of 
power cost. You can break it down from the $65 million. 

Mr. Wernxavrr. The total construction cost for both is $65,065,000, 
and the annual charges are $4,270,100. 

Senator Kerr. And annual benefits? 

Mr. Wer kKavrr. I might give you the benefits to complete the pic- 
ture on the two together. The flood- control benefits for that plan are 
$292.600, and the power benefits are $2,752,000, and the water-supply 
henefits are $400,000, giving a total of $3 444,690. 

Senator Kerr. The Arkansas-Red-White report in which the engi- 
neers participated I believe gave the annual benefit on Sherwood and 
Broken Bow as $4,214,000 and annual cost at $2,870,000. 

Mr. WetnxavrF. I don’t know what price basis. 

Senator Kerr. It was published in 1955. 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, may I 








Senator Kerr. Enlighten us? By all means. 

Mr. Brennan. Make a statement, sir. Part of this is from memory. 
When the Arkansas-White-Red Inter agency Committee was formed 
as a result of the 1950 act, one of the problems to be solved was the 
matter of price levels. Since the study was to go on for what was 
originally contemplated as 2 years and later turned out to be some- 
what longer, a price base was selected to be used by all the agencies 
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that in general there wouldn’t be a constant changing in costs. 
r) iat price basis was back in the early 1950’s. I am not sure when. 

Senator Kerr. Who was the head of the interagency committee / 

Mr. Brennan. The Corps of Engineers was the chairman agency. 
oe division enginer of the southwest division was the chairman. 

ut that was one of the agreements reached and it was necessitated 
by the fact that all agencies have necessarily to work 
veneral price basis, and it was to avoid changes. 

i believe one of the reasons for the difference between the costs and 
the benefits and the benefit-cost ratios is due to that. The other rea- 
son I believe is due to the “taxes foregone” element which you are 
familiar with. 

Senator Kerr. I am trying to get familiar. Suppose you explain 
that to the committee. 

Mr. Brennan. The “taxes forgone,” sir, is a means or device for 
comparing projects on the same economic basis. This procedure is 
necessary because some elements of cost such as interest, taxes, and 
so forth, are treated differently in projects for the Federal Govern- 
ment than in projects for private utilities. 

Senator Kerr. What is the origin of the application of that prin- 
ciple? 

Mr. Brennan. The origin, sir, I believe goes back to the benetit- 
cost subeommittee of the Federal Interagency River Basin Commit- 
tee, made up of the main water resource agencies in the Federal Goy 
ernment. 

Senator Kerr. When was it promulgated ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. The results of their deliberations, sir, were made 
available and printed in booklet form in May of 1950. One of the 
principles recognized was the necessity of applying the same interest 
rates, taxes, and other elements of operating costs in projects which 
ure to be compared on the same economic basis. 

Senator Kerr. Then that same principle was applied in your delib- 
erations in the Arkansas-White-Red River report, werent’ they ‘ 

Mr. Brennan. I am somewhat uncertain, sir. As I said, I am 
speaking from memory. I believe that the time element was so close 
that I dont’ believe that principle was adopted. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to have you check that because I think 
it was. 

Mr. Brennan. I can get that information within 10 or 15 minutes. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


on the same 


The difference in the analysis of the Broken Bow and Sherwood Reservoirs 
as contained in the Arkansas-White-Red report and that in the current report 
on Millwood Reservoir modification and the six upstream reservoirs is caused 
principally by an increase in the estimated cost of the physically identical project 
improvements and a material reduction in the evaluated benefits from water 
supply. The increase in the estimated cost of the overall project as shown in 
the current report occurred through use of current prices rather than projected 
prices of the future as used for the estimate contained in the Arkansas-White- 
Red report. With respect to water supply, certain values were used for planning 
purposes in the Arkansas-Wh te-Red report, suject to the understanding that 
alternative costs would be used whenever possible. The current report on Mill- 
wood and the six upstream reservoirs applied this principle of alternative costs 
in evaluating the benefits, thereby resulting in a substantial reduction in these 
benefits. “Taxes foregone” are considered as project costs in both analyses. 
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Senator Gore. May Laska — 

Senator Kerr. Yes. First let me say: As I understand this prin- 
ciple it means that in calculating ‘ian a nefits you reduce the total 
benefits by an amount equal to what a private owner would pay in 
taxes if the project were privately owned. 

Mr. Brennan. That is the effect of it. Actually it is added to the 
cost side. 

Senator Kerr. And if the power were sold to private purchasers 
who are also taxpayers ¢ 

Mr. BRENNAN, May I say on that, sir, first the actual amount of 
“taxes foregone” are added to the cost side usually. But the effect 
is the same. 

Senator Kerr. If it is added to the cost side or if the benefits are 
reduced the result is the same. 

Mr. Brennan. The result is the same. Secondly, it has no relation 
to the matter of actual payment or revenues. It is purely a means of 
analyzing the economic 

Senator Kerr. Economic costs and benefit ratios. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And if by the addition of that amount to the econ- 
mic costs or if by reduction of the benefits by that amount a cost-ratio 
benefit of less than 1 to 1 is arrived at, then the project is considered 
as being uneconomically feasible. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Senator Hruska. Is interest included as a cost ¢ 

Mr. BRENNAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. May [ask a question ¢ 

Senator Kerr. Senator Gore ? 

Senator Gore. Do you calculate the additional tax revenue that 
would inure to the Government as a result of the development and 
growth of a river valley ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir, that is not an element that enters into the 
economic computations. 

Senator Gorr. So when you say it is purely a means of doing thus 
and so, what you really mean is that it is purely a means of preventing 
public hydroelectric de ‘velopment ! 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That is not the purpose that you have in mind, but 
an objective observer might arrive at the conclusion that that is the 
result reached. 

Senator Gorr. I wouldn't accuse this gentleman of having it in 
mind but I think the perpetrators of the policy had it in mind. 

Senator Kerr. I do, too, but I didn’t want to embarass this good 
witness. 

Senator Gore. I excuse him. 

Senator Kerr. Any further questions? 

Senator Gore. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Hruska ? 

Senator Hruska. No, sir. I don’t believe this is the place to en- 
gage in philosophical discussion. 

Senator Gore. I am sure it is not philosophic as far as I am con- 
cerned. It is rather practical. 

Senator Kerr. I might say that yesterday I placed into the record 
the results of a study “of the Arkansas-White-Red Rivers. I might 
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suy that I am deeply grateful to the Corps of Engineers for their 
reappraisal of this. I am aware of the fact that any differential 
n their conclusions today and those of the Arkansas, White, and 
Red River report in which they participated and in which they very 
largely guided, is the result of elements beyond their control. 

I did want the information in the record and in the minds of the 
aie 

Senator Hruska. May I ask if the Chief of Engineers’ report has 
been completed on this project as modified. 

Mr. Weinkaurr. The recommendation I read to you, was the rec- 
ommendation of the Chief of Engineers. 

Senator Hruska. My question is whether the report is completed. 

General Irscuner. It has been completed. 

Senator Hrusxka. It has been? 

Mr. Wernkaurr. Yes, sir; but it has not been processed further 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Hruska. And the States and other agencies involved / 

Mr. Wertnkaucrr. It has not been sent to the States and other 
agencies. 

There was a contact at our field office with the States, and so forth, 
but we do send it to the State agencies. 

Senator Hruska. For their comments pursuant to the rules that 
pertain in most situations ? 

Mr. Wetnxkaurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. One further question. 

In the event that the committee and the Congress see fit to modify 
the authorization of this project, it would be entirely consistent with 
its orderly development, and consistent with the sound policies of 
enabling both the Congress and the Engineers to know how the 
progress made on it would effectuate the general and ultimate result 
in relationship to actuality and forecasting of estimates for the up- 
stream dams to be built first, so that their effect might be known and 
opinions confirmed as to the necessities, and also in order to be able 
then to have the opportunity, if it were needed, to reevaluate the 
necessities for just what they would be with reference to the big 
project downstream. 

Senator Hruska. At Millwood ? 

Mr. Wernkavrr. I might point out that the matter was considered 
by the Chief of Engineers and he recommends that Millwood be con- 
structed first because of its key position as a flood-control reservoir. 

Senator Kerr. Not because of the success of this revised project / 

General Irscuner. No, sir. There is no real engineering reason 
for building any one of them before the other. The only reason why 
the Chief of Engineers recommends that Millwood be built first is 
because it does have a larger capacity. 

Senator Kerr. And is a key project on the Red River. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Krrr. But I believe the engineers are familiar with the 
attitudes of the States of Oklahoma and Arkansas, which thus far 
have at least been a factor in preventing the construction of Millwood. 

f it were found, or if it were shown that those attitudes would remain 
the same with reference to the building of Millwood first, and would 
be entirely harmonized and resolved if the upstream projects were 
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built first, then there is no engineering reason why that shouldn't 
be done ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Gore. General. Itschner, since the Corps of Engineers has 
been required to charge up as a cost against this project tax revenues 
which may result in the event of private development, you would 
have no objection, I take it, if the committee in its own wisdom and 
judgment undertakes to estimate the benefits that would accrue from 
development by whatever means, and consider this valley project as 
an integrated whole ¢ 

General Irscuner. I think the committee might desire to estimate 
the benefits without the taxes. Actually, as has been brought out 
earlier, the value of “taxes foregone” is not included in the allocation 
of costs for determining power rates. It is only used in an economic 
evaluation of the project. 

Senator Gorr. You see nothing economically unsound about con- 
sidering the accretion in tax revenues from development of the re- 
sources of a valley, being greater productivity of the land, employment 
of the people, their per capita income, and industrial onto ¢ Do you 
see anything wrong with the committee considering that 4 

General Irscuner. No, sir; I don’t; except that I think from a 
purely economic standpoint the committee would want to also consider 
the added cost of government in those areas due to the development, 
and take the net value of the taxes rather than the gross. 

Senator Gore. You would concede that it would be unfair and an 
unbalanced judgment to charge up to the project a loss or a possible 
loss in tax revenue on the one hand, and give no consideration to the 
possible increase of tax revenue on the other ? 

General Irscuner. I think that consideration might be given to a 
balancing of the net tax revenues and losses. I think you have to take 
into account that taxes, of course, are assessed to take care of the costs 
of government, and there would be additional costs of government. 

Senator Gore. Thank you very much. I just wanted to make it 
plain that I think this foregone policy ought to be foregone and fore- 
went and dumped immediately. 

Senator Hruska. On the other hand, localities outside of specially 
favored localities like that which will be called upon to pay some of 
the bill which is rendered hereby, might also consider the foregone 
thing might remain and might be applied, inasmuch as they will not 
receive any direct benefit from it. 

Senator Kerr. I think the point made by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee is a very worthy one for consideration, and that is that not only 
the area itself and the Government itself but the entire Nation itself 
should make its decision and evaluate the project on the net gain or 
loss in the Nation’s taxes. 


From that standpoint, and the net gain or loss in local taxes from 
that standpoint. 

I believe the Corps of Engineers did contend that the flood-control 
provisions be provided in the upstream dams before the inclusion of 
the municipal water in Millwood. 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Yes, sir; the flood-control feature in the upstream 


dams is one of the prime reasons for the upstream dams. I might read 
the actual recommendation. 
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Senator Kerr. We will put itin the record. It won’t be necessary. 
(The recommendation referred to is as follows :) 


9. I note that in connection with the 6 reservoirs upstream from Millwood, 
, Lukfata, has a benefit-cost ratio less than unity (0.94 to 1). I believe that 
the principle of individual project justification should be adhered to and that 
this reservoir should not be constructed unless it is economically justified. How- 
ever, in view of the fact that the benefit-cost ratio is only slightly submarginal, 
I am including a recommendation for its authorization at this time, because it is 
a needed unit in the overall comprehensive plan. However, my recommendation 
is qualified by the proviso that a reexamination of the economics of the project 
be undertaken prior to construction and that the project not be constructed unless 
the benefit-cost ratio is favorable at that time. 

10. After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views of the Board 
except as indicated in the preceding paragraph and accordingly recommend modi- 
fication of the existing flood-control project for Red River below Denison Dam 
by reducing the flood-control storage in Millwood Reservoir on Little River about 
25 percent and by adding 6 reservoirs upstream from Willwood Reservoir for 
flood control and water supply, generally in accordance with the plan of the dis- 
trict engineer, provided that Lukfata Reservoir is found to be economically justi- 
tied upon reanalysis prior to construction, and by adding 150,000 acre-feet of 
storage to Millwood Reservoir for possible future water-supply uses, as proposed 
by the Board; with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of 
lingineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States of $50,954,- 
000 initially for construction and $51,000 annually for maintenance and operation 
in addition to the presently estimated comparable costs of the authorized Mill- 
wood Reservoir ; provided that construction of Millwood Reservoir will be started 
prior to the start of construction on any of the 6 upstream reservoirs; that 
water-supply capacity in Millwood Reservoir will be used for flood control at 
least until flood-control capacity equivalent in effectiveness is available in any 
of the 6 upstream reservoirs; that such flood-cotrol capacity continue to be 
used for flood control until assigned to water conservation storage; and that, 
prior to assignment of capacity to actual use for water supply in Millwood Reser- 
voir, local interests will obtain all necessary water rights and contract to pay the 
costs allocated to water supply within the economic life of the project, but in no 
event to exceed 50 years after project is first available for the storage of water 
purpose: And provided further, That, for the 6 upstream reservoirs, local inter- 
ests give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will, for 
each reservoir: a) obtain all necessary water rights; (») prior to the construc- 
tjon agree to pay, beginning when space is used for water supply and not later 
than 15 years from the time storage is available for any purpose, the costs allo- 
cated to water supply, such costs to be repaid within the economic life of the 
project but in no event to be more than 50 years after project is first available for 
the storage of water for any purpose; (c) contribute in cash toward the flood- 
control first costs an amount varying for each reservoir and averaging 3.9 per- 
cent, as shown in the report of the district engineer, the total for the 6 reser- 
voirs being presently estimated at $2,281,000: And provided further, That, pend- 
ing assignment of space to actual use for water supply, the total storage in any 
of the 6 upstream reservoirs may be used for flood control. 


1 


MILLWOOD DAM, LITTLE RIVER BASIN, ARK. 


Senator Lone. I have a brief statement urging this committee to 
act upon the Millwood Dam problem. The chairman is well familiar 
with Millwood. I won’t burden him on that. I believe he is as com- 
plete an expert on that as anyone in the country. I ask that the 
statement be included in the record. 

Senator Kerr. That will be done. 

(The statement referred to above is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RUSSELL B. LONG, OF LOUISIANA 


It is urgently recommended that action be taken by this committee to secure 
the authorizations that are necessary to assure early construction of Millwood 
lam. This action is necessary to protect the lands of the State of Louisiana 
Irom overflow of Red River as a result of flooding on Little River. 
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It is considered that the Little River Reservoir is one of the most important 
in the entire Red River system and its early completion is a necessary adjunct 
of the comprehensive plan for flood control on Red River. 

A recent report of the Board of Engineers on Rivers and Harbors recom- 
mends that the Millwood Dani be reduced in flood-control storage by 25 percent 
of the original authorized project, and that 6 upstream dams be constructed— 
3 in the State of Arkansas and 3 in the State of Oklahoma. This report also 
recommends that, in order to meet the demand of municipal and industrial water, 
150,000 acre-feet of water be added to Millwood Dam. This water would be used 
as additional flood-control storage until its equivalent was available in one or 
more of the upstream dams, then, after that time, it would be made the subject 
of purchase by downstream interests for a municipal and industrial water supply. 

It is recommended that the necessary authorization be secured to permit the 
concurrent construction of Millwood and one or more of the upstream dams, 
commencing with the next fiscal year. 


SHREVEPORT, LA., July 18, 1956. 
Senator Rosert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


I am advised that hearings were held yesterday by your committee regarding 
Millwood Reservoir and alternate reservoirs on Little River in Arkansas and 
Oklahoma. We would like for the record to show that we are in concurrence 
in general with the Chief of Engineers’ report which approves the modification 
of Millwood and the addition of six upstream reservoirs for flood control and 
related water use benefits. We are, however, opposed to any assessment to 
either upstream or downstream interests for flood control, and believe that costs 
assessed to local interests for water-supply storage in the Millwood Reservoir 
and the six upstream reservoirs should be based on incremental costs with 
provisions for long-term repayment. We also concur in that one or more of 
the upstream reservoirs could be constructed with the Millwood Reservoir in 
order to provide protection for the upstream interests and at the same time 
provide vitally needed flood control for the States of Arkansas and Louisiana. 


L. R. MATTHIAS, 
Executive Vice President, Red River Valley Association. 
Senator Kerr. Senator Neuberger, you have some witnesses here? 
Senator Neusercer. I just have a very brief statement for myself 
with reference to the Yaquina Bay project in Oregon. 
Senator Kerr. Go ahead. ; 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Neupercer. Yaquina is of Indian origin. 

Senator Kerr. I am reconciled to that. Is there legislation pend- 
ing to authorize the project, Senator ? 

Senator NeuBercer. I am appearing here today, Mr. Chairman, on 
behalf of Senator Morse and myself to urge its inclusion in the omni- 
bus bill which this committee is considering, and which I presume 
presently will come from the House. 

Senator Kerr. Is it in the House bill? 

Senator Nevpercer. No; it is not in the House bill. The reason I 
believe it is not in the House bill is because it was only as recent as 
June 19, I believe, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
approved the modified project. 

What it is, it changes the depth of the very great potential harbor, 
Yaquina Bay on the ‘Oregon seacoast, and will deepen the navigation 


channels and turning basins by various depths from 8 to 14 feet beyond 
the existing project. 
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[ have a letter here which I have sent to the chairman of the com 
mittee, Just very brief, outlining the situation. The proposal was 
considered by the Board of Engineers, June of this year, I believe, 

nd they have approved the moditied project. 

This proposal has been recommended in a report of the Board of 
Isngineers for Rivers and Harbors with the concurrence of the Acting 
Chief of Engineers and this report I have with me, and will make 1 
available to the committee. 

The estimated total cost will be spread over a number of years and 
is $19,800,000. The Board’s report states that the benefit-cost ratio 
of the recommended project modification is 1.43. 

You may recall that Gen. E. C. Itschner testified yesterday morn 
ing that this project might well be included in the omnibus bill this 
year. I was very much interested—I did not get all the names of 
your constituents—I think it was a Mr. Powell, if Iam not mistaken, 
who was here in behalf of the renee Reservoir project and he 
talked about the possibilities of a papef plant with the power and 
additional water supply which would be made available by the Mill 
wood project. 

It may be just coincidence, but with the deepening of harbor and 
Yaquina Bay, a very important lumber company has in mind to ship 
to that area, from Alaska, pulp which will be mixed with local pulp 
to be used in the manufacture of paper and pulp board. It will be a 
very extensive industry and the annual tonnage inbound to the Ya- 
quina Bay in deep-draft vessels from Alaska ‘will be nearly 184,000 
tons of Alaskan pulp. 

A great harbor, Mir. Chairman, as you know, is an asset to a country 
from the standpoint of ning: tog industry, ‘ain national defense, 
and many other purposes. The Yaquina Bay is one of the great 
pote ‘ntial harbors on the entire Pacific coast. 

For the sum of a little over $19 million, or to be exact, $19,800,000, 
spread over a number of years, as the Appropriations Committee 
sees fit, this can be made a truly great harbor. 

It is in an area, Mr. Chairman, of vast timber resources. Gradually 
in the Pacific Northwest, the lumber industry has moved southward 
through the State of Washington into southwestern Oregon. I have 
at home an Encyclopedia Brittanica for 1940 which lists Washing- 
ton as the leading lumber-producing State. Now as we sit here, Wash- 
ington produces only a little more than half as much lumber as 
Oregon. In that short time, the lumber industry has moved to a 
creat degree out of Washington into the area in which the Yaquina 
Bay is one of the great harbor outlets and actually, there are only two 
really great potential salt-water harbors for the outlet of this vast 
lumber industr y. One is Coos Bay and one is Yaquina Bay. There are 
smaller harbors elsewhere along the Oregon coast, one at the mouth of 
the Rogue River where there is a very famous fishing stream, as you 
know, and some on which the engineers are working, but this h: bor 
will tap one of the really great timber areas left in our countr y: 

Senator Hruska. Is it “developed at all at the present time ? 

Senator Neupercer. Oh, yes; it is definitely developed at the 
present time as a barbor, but it is not deep enough now, Senator 
Hruska, for the oceangoing and deep-draft vessels that would have to 
come in and take lumber for the countries of the world and to bring 


the pulp from Alaska. 
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At the present time, if I am not mistaken, the harbor depth, I think 
is around—General Itschner, what is the existing harbor depth at 
Yaquina Bay ?¢ 

General Irscuner. I believe it is 18 to 22 feet. 

Senator Neurercer. And modification would be in various places 
from 30 to 40 feet. 

General Irscuner. It would be 30 feet inside. 

Senator Neusercer. And 40 feet at the bar. The project within 
the area is absolutely noncontroversial. There is no objection from 
any source whatsoever. 


YAQUINA Bay AND HArpor, OREG. 


(Report of Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, June 19, 1956) 


Location: Yaquina Bay is a coastal estuary at the mouth of Yaquina River. 
The bay entrance is about 113 miles south of the mouth of Columbia River and 
87 miles north of Coos Bay. 

Report authorized by resolution by the Committee on Public Works of the 
United States Senate, adopted August 7, 1948. 

Existing project: Provides for rock jetties on the north and south sides of 
the entrance, a spur jetty, and groins; insofar as rock bottom will allow a channel 
26 feet deep over the ocean bar, thence 20 feet deep and 300 feet wide between 
the jetties and along the south side of the bay to McLean Point, and a turning 
basin there 22 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, and 1,200 feet along; an auxiliary channel 
18 feet deep leaving the 20-foot channel near the highway bridge and extending 
along the Newport waterfront to the turning basin and thence to Yaquina; and 
a breakwater protected basin 10 feet deep at Newport. 

Recommended plan of improvement: Provides for extending the jetties, deepen- 
ing the bar and outer end of the entrance channel to 40 feet for a general width 
of 400 feet; deepening the channel to 30 feet thence to the turning basin for a 
width of 300 feet with additional widening at bends and at the basin entrance; 
and abandoning the northeast corner of the authorized turning basin and altering 
the basin to provide a depth of 30 feet over an area 900 to 1,200 feet wide and 
1,400 feet long. 

Estimated cost (price level, 1955) 


a ie a a a te ee ills bells $19, 800, 000 
i a ate a ha cy 31, 200 
ee 19, 831, 200 


Local cooperation: (a) Furnish free of cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas necessary for the 
construction of the work and its subsequent maintenance, when and as required ; 
(b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction and 
maintenance of the work; and (c) provide adequate terminal facilities open to 
all on equal terms; and provided further that the south jetty shall not be 
extended until experience demonstrates, in the judgment of the Chief of Engi- 
neers, that this work is advisable. 


Project economics 


Ce cis pinighcimeebun minnie $872, 600 
Annual benefits: Transportation savings_._._..__._.__.__._____--_______-_ 1, 246, 600 
PU Sw he ct ebuild 1. 43 


Senator Hruska. Has the Bureau of the Budget had time to con- 
sider the report of the engineers ? 

Senator Neusercer. I do not believe that the Bureau of the Budget 
has considered the favorable report of the Army engineers. 

Senator Kerr. Can you give us the cost-benefit ratio? I think it is 
very high. 
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Senator Neusercer. The cost-benefit ratio—again, I will have to 
ely on General Itschner, but I believe it is 1.4: b - that correct ¢ 

General Irscuner. I believe that is correct, 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, General. 

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, I would like to, if I may, submit for 
the record, the report of Maj. Gen. Charles G. Holle and his Board, 
and the covering letter from Major General Itschner, and my letter 
to the chairman of the committee. 

Senator Kerr. They may be made a part of the record. 

(The above-mentioned documents are as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBIC WoRKS, 
July 16, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR DENNIS: I am writing to ask your support for inclusion in H. R. 12080 
of modification of the project for Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg., which I shall 
propose in the Public Works Committee. 

The proposed modifications are to deepen the navigation channels and turning 
basin by from 8 to 14 feet, beyond the existing project and to make other re- 
lated changes. These modifications are necessary to permit deep draft, ocean- 
going vessels to use this spacious harbor, so as to provide shipping facilities for 
the extensive output of lumber from this coastal area, and for the delivery of 
petroleum products and of Alaskan pulp for a local paper mill. 

This proposal has been recommended in a report of the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, with the concurrence of the Acting Chief of Engineers, 
which will be available to the committee. The estimated total cost, which will 
be spread over a number of years is $19,800,000. The Board’s report states 
that the benefit-cost ratio of its recommended project modification is 1.45. You 
may recall that Gen. E. C. Itschner testified this morning that this project might 
well be included in the omnibus bill this year. 

Development of good, deep-draft shipping facilities has long been a matter of 
vital necessity to this area of the Oregon coast, which is otherwise severely 
handicapped and isolated from the commercial opportunities afforded it by 
the vast timber resources surrounding it. I therefore sincerely hope that you 
will feel able to support authorization of the proposed modification of the 
Yaquina Bay and Harbor project as part of H. R. 12080. 

With personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
RicHARD L. NEUBERGER. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., July 16, 1956. 
Hon. RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: In accordance with your request this date, inclosed 
for your ready reference are copies of the proposed report of the Chief of 
Engineers and the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
dated June 19, 1956, on Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C. 
Subject: Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg. 
To: The Secretary of the Army. 


1. I submit herewith for transmission to Congress the report of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in response to resolution of the Committee 
on Public Works of the United States Senate, adopted August 7, 1948, requesting 
the Board to review the report on the Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg., published 
as Senate Document 119, 77th Congress, Ist session, and previous and sub- 
sequent reports with a view to determining whether it is advisable to modify 
the existing project in any way at this time. 

2. After full consideration of the reports secured from the district and division 
engineers, and after affording local interests full opportunity to be heard, 
the Board recommends modification of the existing project for Yaquina Bay 
and Harbor, Oreg., to provide for extending the jetties, deepening the bar 
and outer end of the entrance channel to 40 feet for a general width of 400 
feet; deepening the channel to 30 feet thence to the turning basin for a width 
of 300 feet with additional widening at bends and at the basin entrance; and 
abandoning the northeast corner of the authorized turning basin and altering 
the basin to provide a depth of 30 feet over an area 900 to 1,200 feet wide and 
1,400 feet long; generally in accordance with the plans of the district engineer 
and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers 
may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States of $19,800,000 for 
new work with $167,700 annually for maintenance in addition to that now 
required ; provided local interests agree to: (a) furnish free of cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas nec- 
essary for the construction of the work and its subsequent maintenance, when 
and as required; (0) hold and save the. United States free from damages due 
to construction and maintenance of the work; and (c) provide adequate terminal 
facilities open to all on equal terms; and provided further that the south jetty 
shall not be extended until experience demonstrates, in the judgment of the 
Chief of Engineers, that this work is advisable. 

3. After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views and recom- 
mendations of the Board. 

Cras. G. Horr, 
Major General, USA, 
Acting Chief of Engineers. 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 

BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
Washington, D. C., June 19, 1956. 
827 (Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg.). 
Subject: Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg. 
To: The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 

1. This report is submitted in response to the following resolution approved 
August 7, 1948: 

“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate, 
That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created under section 3 
of the River and Harbor Act, approved June 13, 1902, be, and is hereby, re- 
quested to review the report on the Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oregon, published 
as Senate Document numbered 119, Seventy-seventh Congress, first session, and 
previous and subsequent reports with a view to determining whether it is advis- 
able to modify the existing project in any way at this time.” 

2. Vaquina Bay, the coastal estuary of Yaquina River 113 miles south of the 
Columbia River, extends inland 3.25 miles to the vicinity of Yaquina, a small 
village. A high-level highway bridge crosses the bay near the coastline, at mile 1 
of the navigation channel. The north shore of the bay to the vicinity of McLean 
Point at mile 2, is occupied by the city of Newport. The existing Federal project 
for the bay and harbor provides for rock jetties on the north and south sides 
of the entrance, a spur jetty, and groins; insofar as rock bottom will allow, 
a channel 26 feet deep over the ocean bar, thence 20 feet deep and 300 feet wide 
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etween the jetties and along the south side of the bay to MeLean Point, and a 
ning basin there 22 feet deep, 1,000 feet wide, and 1,200 feet long; an auxiliary 
hannel 18 feet deep leaving the 20-foot channel near the highway bridge and 
tending along the Newport waterfront to the turning basin and thence to 
Yaquina ; and a breakwater-protected basin 10 feet deep at Newport. The project 
was essentially completed in 1952 except tor the northeasterly corner of the 
turning basin where a rock ledge exists. Costs to the United States for the exist 
ing project to 30 June 1955 were $2,181,746 for new work and $1,396,554 for 
iintenance, Local interests contributed $729,168 toward the cost of new work 
authorized in 1919. Project depths are referenced to the plane of mean lower low 
water. The tidal range between that datum and mean higher high water is 8.1 
feet. A completed Federal project for Yaquina River provides for a channel 10 
feet deep and about 9 miles long from the head of the bay project upstream to 
Toledo. The nearest channel to the north improved for ship navigation is at 
Tillamook Bay, 66 miles distant, where the project depth is 18 feet. Columbia 
River, 113 miles north, has been deepened to 40 feet at the entrance and affords 
depth of 35 feet inland to Portland. The Federal project for Umpqua River, 
5 miles to the south, provides for depths of 26 feet in the entrance and 22 feet 
in the interior channel; and Coos Bay, 87 miles south, has project depths of 40 
feet over the bar and 30 feet in the bay channel. 

3. In general the Yaquina Bay region is mountainous. Timber is its principal 
resource. Newport, with a population of 3,240 in 1950, is the largest community 
in the vicinity of the bay, and an important port for commercial fishing as well 
as shipment of lumber. Terminal facilities on the bay include small-boat moor- 
ings and a public wharf for fishing boats at Newport, a lumber wharf open to the 
public at MeLean Point, and privately owned moorings at the turning basin and 
on the 20-foot channel where lumber is loaded from barge té ship. The nearest 
railroad terminates at Toledo, 8 miles east by improved highway. Lumber is 
harged from there to the bay area. Exclusive of internal commerce and military 
shipments, the commerce on the bay averaged 158,171 tons annually during the 
period 1949 through 1953. In 1953 this commerce amounted to 141,948 tons, con- 
sisting of 3,211 tons of fish, 135,601 tons of luinber and other forest products, and 
136 tons of miscellaneous commodities. Total lumber shipments, including mili- 
tary, during the years 1950 through 1954 averaged 221,484 tons annually. In 
1954, 260.205 tons, or 157.700.0000 net board feet, were shipped in S38 vessels in 
ihe intercoastal and offshore trade and 18 smaller coastwise vessels. Ships 
drawing 12 to 24 feet made 184 upbound and downbound trips on the bay in 1954. 

t. Local interests desire deepening of the channel to 40 feet across the ocean 
har at Yaquina Bay deepening of the main inner channel and turning basin 
to 30 feet, lengthening the turning basin, and widening the channel to 500 or 
600 feet. They suggest that the north jetty be extended seaward to Yaquina 
Reef, a submerged rock formation paralleling the coast. Local interests claim 
that the existing improvement does not permit shipment of all the lumber avail- 
able and that the desired improvements should be credited with land transpor 
tation savings on the excess lumber in prospect which must now be transported 
to other ports. Also they believe that further improvement of the harbor would 
result in new commerce in wood chips for shipment to the Orient, receipt of 
petroleum products for distribution, and benefits in connection with commercial 
and recreational fishing. Local interests have indicated that they will furnish 
spoil-disposal areas for the desired work and cooperate in other respects. 

». The district engineer considers three plans for providing increased depths. 
Each includes extension of the north jetty 1,800 feet to Yaquina Reef and of the 
south jetty an equal distance, a channel width of 400 feet across the bar and 
Within the jetty extensions and thence generally 300 feet wide to the turning 
basin and relocation of the turning basin so it will extend 900 feet farther up- 
stream with a length of 1,400 feet and width ranging from 900 to 1,200 feet 
Channel depths considered in the first plan are 40 feet below mean lower low 
water across the ocean bar and within the jetty extensions, and 30 feet in the 
remainder of the channel to the turning basin and within the basin. 


Correspon4d- 
ing depths for the second plan are 3 


and 26 feet, respectively, and for the third 


plan are 30 and 24 feet. On the basis of price levels during the first quarter of 
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1955, and including costs to local interests for lands, spoil areas, and dredging 
at docks, the district engineer estimates the costs for these plans as follows: 

















| 
Plans | 40 to 30 feet et | 34 to 26 feet | 30 to 24 feet 

eeneiiainmnedegial , 

Federal! first cost: isk 2: relia Wes Habla 
Channel, basin, and jetties_...--......-..----------- $19, 801, 800 $15, 076, 200 | $12, 337, 100 
RIE NN oy raha nde teed mnnediednded oukewen és 23, 500 | 23, 500 | 23) 500 

Sirisha 

Total ebwndik hack kota seaboard 19, 825, 300 | 15, 099, 700 | 12, 360, 600 
Diet RIN IOGE i ain a cnceldcb patie mec ok a wee 81, 200 | 21, 900 17, 100 
IIR 56 owed hgh Sa Steen on 19, 896, 500 | 15, 121, 600 12, 377, 700 
Annual maintenance: Channel, basin, anc jetties. _. 167, 700 | 141,700 | 123. 700 
Total annual carrying charges___._----- EET 872, 600 | 678, 000 | 562, 500 





6. The district engineer finds that the evaluable benefits for these plans of 
improvement pertain principally to shipments of lumber. His investigations 
indicate that the lumber available for water shipment over a future 50-year 
period will average 426,000 tons annually and that this amount of lumber could 
be shipped with the existing channel depths. Therefore he evaluates the bene- 
fits of the further improvements on the basis of the reduction in vessel costs for 
movement of this commerce, by lessening the time now lost by vessels awaiting 
favorable tides and weather conditions, maneuvering in port and running between 
ports since the channel depths at Yaquina Bay do not permit the most economical 
port sequence in loading of vessels. He also makes allowances for reduction of 
vessel damages and evaluates transportation savings in the annual shipment 
of a prespective 75,000 tons of wood chips. His estimates of the annual benefits 
and benefit-cost ratios for the several plans of improvement are as follows: 


Plan 


40 to 30 | 34 to 26 30 to 24 





Annual benefits 








feet feet feet 
Improvement in loading sequence _-.._--------------------------- __| $225, 000 $225, 000 $120, 00 
Reduction in delays . y ee See ee | 104, 700 92, 300 69, 80 
Shipment of wood chips- ------------ Spbichueah dase nett apeuia us 110, 600 | 106.000 _....- : 
SUNN IN a 8 oa een nema ee leas ibm kt eainee 8, 000 | 8, 000 8, 00K 
NN oh 6245s caswiet oeatip ccmc bene Rg al ; 448, 300 431, 300 197, 80 
TO i TORRE OP CONN icin cceunkcghe comma died aoeen ee 0. 51 0. 64 | 0.3 


The district engineer has also considered a relocation of the turning basi! 
and proposes a change in that area that will provide a basin 22 reet deep, 900 to 
1,200 feet wide, and 1,400 feet long, extending 900 feet above the head of the 
existing basin. He estimates the first cost at $120,900 for dredging aud $12,400 
for navigation aids, a total Federal first cost of $133,300, and the first cost to 
local interests at $2,000 for lands. The estimated annual carrying charges fv 
this work, including $12,000 for additional maintenance dredging, are $17,020. 
With annual benefits estimated at $13,900 for elimination of delays in the ma- 
neuvering of vessels and $8,000 for reduction in related damages, a total of 
$21,900, the benefit-cost ratio is 1.29. The district engineer concludes that pros 
pective benefits do not economically justify further deepening of existing navigi 
tion channels of Yaquina Bay at this time. However, he recommends that th 
existing project be modified to provide for abandoning the northeast corner of the 
existing turning basin and extending the basin approximately 900 feet upsiream, 
provided local interests furnish rights-of-way and spoil-disposal areas and hoid 
the United States free from all claims for resulting property damage. 

8. The division engineer considers the district engineer's engineering appraisal 
sound and his cost estimates reasonable. He agrees in the methods used i) 
computing the benefits. At the request of local interests the division engileer 
investigated a plan having a channel 24 feet deep with no deepening over the bar, 
He finds the benefits of this improvement to be insignificant compared to the costs 
and concludes that no consideration should be given to deepening the inne: 
channel without deeping the bar channel. He concurs in the findings and re 
ommendations of the district engineer. 
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9. Local interests were notified of the nature of the reports of the district 
and division engineers and afforded an opportunity to submit additional infor- 
mation to the Board. At their request the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors held a public hearing November 29, 1955. All statements -by local in- 

rests at the hearing were favorable to deepening the project channels and 
basin. They expressed the opinion that extension of the south jetty might not 
be necessary and that the work would be less costly than estimated by the dis- 
rict engineer. Producers and shippers of lumber from the area stated that, 
due to the limitations of the existing channel, they now have diificulty securing 
cargo space. The principal information furnished at the hearing und subsequent 
thereto which was not available when the district and division engineers con- 
sidered the desired improvements relates to recently formulated plans by a local 
industry to construct a pulp plant and paper mill at Toledo. The industry states 
that it has a contract for cutting timber in Alaska during a period of at least 
nh) years and that this contract with the Forest Service requires corstruction 
of a pulp plant at the site. It intends to ship the pulp from Juneau, Alaska, 
to Yaquina Bay and thence via barge to Toledo for blending with pulp to be pro- 
duced there. This mixture will be used in the manufacture of kraft paper and 
pulpboard. The company states that construction of the pulp plant and paper 
mill at Toledo has been initiated and indicates that the Alaska plant will com- 
mence operation in 1961. The industry states that further improvement of 
Yaquina Bay will result in large savings in transportation costs in connection 
with these operations. ‘They advise that the annual tonnage inbound to the 
bay in deep-draft vessels will include 183,750 tons of Alaskan pulp and 77,000 
tons of special high-viscosity fuel oil for use at the plant. This fuel has cost 
advantages but requires transport in tankers equipped with heating facilities 
to avoid solidifying of the fuel while in transit. The company piaus to produce 
about 200,000 tons of paper and pulpboard annually to ship about 60 percent 
of this through the bay, and to transport the remainder by rail. Local interests 
state that the Newport-Toledo area now consumes 30,000 tons of gasoline, diesei 
oil, and other petroleum products annually and a large producer has indicated 
that it would ship such products into the bay to meet future demands. 


VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND 
HARBORS 


10. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has carefully cousidered 
the reports of the district and division engineers, and the presentations by loca! 
interests. Of the 3 plans for deepening, considered by the district engineer, the 
40-30 -foot plan and the 34-26-foot plan have the greater merits. The Board has 
evaluated these to take into account prospective commerce in counection with 
the plans of local interests for manufacture of paper. The pulp and paper 
operations were not sufficiently assured and defined when the reporting oiiicers 
were making studies, for them to evaluate the related benefits. 

11. The plans of the district engineer which include seaward extensions of 
hoth jetties are suitable. Extension of the south jetty is not specifically advo- 
cated by local interests and involves large costs. The Beach Krosion Board 
has been consulted in regard to this problem and it states that the predominant 
direction of littoral transport is southward and that there is considerable prob- 
ability that the channels of either plan can be suitably maintained without ex- 
tension of the south jetty. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
verees. However, it believes that in considering the economic advisability of 
lodifying the project, all works and costs which may eventually be required 
should be included. If accomplishment of either of the plans is authorized it 
hould be with the understanding that the south jetty will not be extended until 
such time as experience demonstrates, in the judgment of the Chief of Engineers, 
that this work is advisable. 

12. Estimates of the average annual production of lumber for a future 50 
years from the area commercially tributary to Yaquina Bay as designated by the 
district engineer were furnished by local interests for the private forests; and 
by the Forest Service, United States Department of Agriculture, and the Bureau 
of Land Management, Department of the Interior, on a sustained-yield basis 
for the publie forests under their jurisdictions. In his opinion the existing proj- 
ect could accommodate all the lumber commerce available for shipment by water. 
Hence, his estimate of benefits is based on the assumption that regardless of 
Whether oa not the existing project is modified to provide increasded depths, 


the lumber commerce in prospect for the bay consists of one-half of the produe- 
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tion from the tributary area within the three counties nearest the bay and one- 
third from the four counties more remote except that water shipments in the 
coastwise trade from these four counties will use adjacent ports. Several pro- 
ducers and shippers of lumber from the tributary area have furnished evidence 
that in view of the limitations of the existing channels at Yaquina Bay, they are 
handicapped in securing cargo space. In view thereof and the’trend toward 
increase in vessel drafts, the Board believes that the inadequacies of the existing 
project will prevent the shipment of some of the prospective lumber commerce, 
In its estimate of such comerce for the existing project the Board includes one- 
third rather than one-half of the production from the three nearby counties. Its 
estimate is 321,000 tons annuaily. For the 40 30-foot plan it agrees with the dis- 
trict engineers’s estimate of 426,000 tons. For the 34 26-foot plan it uses 400,000 
tons thus attributing to this 75 percent of the increase. Benefits per ton for 
the 321,000 tons are derived from the district engineer’s analysis which in es- 
sence is accepted. For the commerce attributable to further improvement the 
estimated unit benefit is $2.15 per ton based primarily upon the lesser cost for 
land transportation to Yaquina Bay as compared with transportation to Port- 
land or Coos Bay for vessel shipment. 

13. Local interests have submitted evidence that their plans for the paper 
mill and pulp operations are now being carried out. Justification for accom- 
plishment of either plan for further improvement of the bay also depends upon 
benefits to commerce involved in the production of pulp and paper. The Board's 
estimates of benefits relating to receipt of pulp from Alaska and fuel oil and 
other petroleum products from California are estimated savings based upon 
costs or water transportation with and without the further deepening of the 
channels, taking into account in the case of fuel oil the economies of a high- 
viscosity fuel which local interests plan to use if the channels are deepened. 
This fuel is not adapted to receipt on the existing channels because it is trans- 
ported only in large tankers with facilities for heating to prevent solidification 
of the cargo en route. A large supplier of petroleum products has indicated a 
future market for 90,000 tons of gasoline, diesel oil, heating oil, and miscella- 
neous types annually but benefits are evaluated for only 30,000 tons which is the 
estimated present consumption in the Toledo-Newport area. The Board be- 
lieves that unless the project channels are deepened general cargo vessels for 
shipment of paper and pulpboard in the export and intercoastal trades will not 
be available at Newport, and that these products, estimated at 120,000 tons 
annually, will be shipped overland for vessel loading at Portland. The industry 
claims that if the Yaquina Bay project is modified as desired this commerce will 
be shipped through Newport with large savings in land transportation costs. 
Because of the limited prospects for general cargo to attract carriers to New- 
port the Board believes that deepening the channels will not divert all of this 
tonnage to Yaquina Bay. It evaluates benefits, through savings in cost for 
transportation to vessel loading point, on 50 percent of this commerce for the 
40 30-foot plan and on 40 percent for the 34 26-foot plan. The Board evaluates 
annual benefits as follows: 





34-26-foot plan 40-30-foot plan 
Commodity Benefit Benefit 
Tons . a Tons 
Per Total Per Total 
| ton ton 
Lumber in prospect for existing project: 
Coastwise trade Loan 62, 700 $9. 16 $10, 000 | 62, 700 $0. 16 $10, 000 
Intercoastal trade : 113, 700 | 1.04 118,200 | 113, 700 1.15 130, 800 
Offshore trade - -- ‘ 144, 600 73 105, 600 144, 600 84 121, 500 
Lumber, additional : 79, 000 2.15 169, 900 | 105,000 2.15 925, 710) 
Alaskan pulp------- asivuce.} 208, 7D 1.50 | 275,600 | 183,750! 1.50 975, 600 
Fuel oil __. as 77, 000 | . 84 64, 700 77,000 | = =1.80 | 138, 600 
Paper and pulpboard - ae | 48,000} 5.50) 264,000 60, 090 5.50 | 330,000 
Miscellaneous petroleum pro lucts- ----- | 39,000 .48 14,400 | 39,000 | 48 14, 400 
NN i ce is alas ily cule eeadcli aeiainns 738, 750 .---|1, 022,400 | 776,750 |....----| 1,246, 600 
| | 





14. With these prospective benefits, and annual carrying charges as estimated 
by the district engineer, the benefit-cost ratio for the 40 to 30 foot plan is 1.43 and 











RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL On” 


for the 34 to 26-foot plan is 1.51. Evaluated annual benefits for the 40 to 30-foot 
nlan exceed those for the lesser improvement by $224,200 as compared with incre- 
ental annual carrying charges of $194,600, a favorable ratio of 1.15. In the 
pinion of the Board the 40 to 30-foot plan is economically preferable. 
15. Accordingly, the Board recommends modification of the existing project 
for Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg., to provide for extending the jetties, deepen- 
g the bar and outer end of the entrance channel to 40 feet for a general width 
of 400 feet; deepening the channel to 30 feet, thence to the turning basin for 
a width of 300 feet with additional widening at bends and at the basin entrance; 
ne abandoning the northeast corner of the authorized turning basin and alter- 
ing the basin to provide a depth of 30 feet over an area 900 to 1,200 feet wide and 
1400 feet long; generally in accordance with the plans of the district engineer 
and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engi- 
neers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States of $19,800,000 
for new work with $167,700 annualiy for maintenance in addition to that now 
required ; provided local interests agree to: (a) fur nish free of cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable spoil-disposal areas nec- 
essary for the construction of the work and its ceibiecanind imaintenance, when 
and as required; (5) hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
construction and maintenance of the work; and (c) provide adequate terminal 
acilities open to all on equal terms; and provide further that the south jetty 
shall not be extended until experience demonstrates, in the judgment of the 
Chief of Engineers, that this work is advisable. 
lor the Board: 


Cuas. G. HOLLE. 
Major General, United States Army, Chairman. 
Senator Net BERGER. Again, I want to say, I am appearing here to- 
day for both Senator Morse and myself. He had important business 
on the floor and an important District of Columbia meeting which was 
acting finally on legislation and he could not be here with me. 
Senator Hruska. The Board of Engmeers has approved this 


project ? 

Senator Neusercer. Yes, sir, on June 19 of this year. 

And for your information, Mr. Chairman, I brought this because 

know you are interested in nomenclature, as | remember the dis- 
cussion we had on Beaver Marsh. The term “Yaquina” comes from 
Yaquina Indians and Merriweather Lewis and William Clark re- 
ferred to these Indians in their immortal journals as the Yakonan 
Tribe. We know them now as Yaquina Tribe. 

I remember your interest in nomenclature, so I looked it up ahead 
of time. 

Senator Kerr. I think you will find, Senator, when we hear from 
the engineers, that this project has all of the approval that it can have 
without approval of the Budget, and very likely, the only reason that 
has not been done, it has just. been a matter of handling the traffic. 

[ take it that the Senators from Oregon would like to anticipate 
that and get it in this year rather than to maybe have a report come 
out from the B udget shortly after Congress has adjourned, but. then 
not have the o pportunity of getting it authorized for another 2 years 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Krrr. I am going to suggest, in view of the fact that Mr. 
Ileard has come a long way and in view of the fact that we could now 
hear him, that he go ahead. He asked for an hour and I told him he 
could have 80 minutes. 

All right, Mr. Heard, if you care to present what you have with 
reference to the West Branch of the Mahoning River project as con- 
tained in the House bill and referred to by Senator Bender and Con- 
vressman Kirwan, you may do so. 

81980—56——15 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN J. HEARD, PITTSBURGH, PA., UPPER OHIO 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. ic? Senator Kerr and members of the committee, my name 
is John J. Heard. I ama Pittsburgh lawyer with the firm of Reed, 
Sinith, Shaw & McClay. We represent the Upper Ohio Valley As 
sociation of some 500 members named on the list I shall file with you. 
Among these are a number of railroads, steel. oil, coal, and manufac. 
turing companies, and others. 

We appear here to protest the inclusion of the West Branch of the 
Mahoning River project in the 1956 omnibus bill as it is neither in- 
tended nor needed for flood control because the district has long been 
substantially. overcontrolled. 

We are certain it is intended and will be used, if provided, to supply 
and store needed lockage water for a proposed billion dollar canal 
project from the Ohio River past Youngstown to Lake Erie. This 
has been considered many times during the past 20 years and a project 
for it is now before the Board of Engineers, following its approval 
by the district and division engineers. 

‘Two of the three reservoirs, recommended as necessary for canal 
operation, have already been constructed at a cost of many millions 
of dollars as fleod-control reservoirs, but the engineers ignoring this, 
have included both reservoirs in their canal plan, without adding one 
dollar of their cost to the cost of the canal, thus making the canal 
seem much less expensive and its economic justification much easier to 
obtain. 

The present project, we are convinced, is des igned and will be 
treated and used in exactly the same way as the third necessary storage 
basin for canal water. A similar, but larger and much costlier reser- 
voir designed for the same purpose, referred to, as the diversion 
project, in this very district was turned down by the Board of Engi 
neers less than 2 years ago, after its approval by the district and d 
vision engineers. 

A Youngstown Canal project, which was pending in 1944, came 
before this Senate in that year and was defeated by the overwhelming 
vote of 52 to 16. 

We particularly appreciate the privilege of appearing before you 
as the House committee ignored our request to be allowed to appea 
and be heard. 

The report which accompanies the omnibus bill states: 

All witnesses who so desire have had opportunities to be heard. 


We had no such opportunity and so we may have to put that dow! 
as a missts atement. The reason we get so worked up over each of 
Youngstown’s many canal projects or projec cts in aid of a can: ul, appe: i 
even from a h: asty ‘lance aut the gs of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission report at 235, page 753 in the year 1939. TI will pass 
around copies of semen for your file. If you do not care to read 
it all, you can start with the summary on the last page. It covers 
what the ICC thinks a canal would do to the railroads and districts 
which compete with Youngstown. 

Even back in the year 1939, the Commission thought it would _ 
and perhaps divert ‘D6 million tons of freight from the railroads and 
would result in a gross annual revenue loss of over $36 million. Under 





RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 219 


the present level of rates, this might be much nearer $70 million, even 
though the number of tons stayed the same, which they would not 
because the tonnage is away up since then. 

The loss then might mean as much as 8100 million a year of gross 
revenue to the railroads serving the Youngstown district and similar 
districts because any reduction in the rates which the railroads tried 
to put in could not be limited to that district, but would spread all 
over the country. 

The level of the iron-ore rates would be entire ‘ly changed and the 
coal rates would also be changed and the Commission condemned that 
most severely. It said that the railroads simply could not take it 
and the ones that were leased, the least prosperous, would certainly 
fold up and go down. 

The opinion explains why competing steel-making districts should 
worry about a canal. It expl: uns why this whole thing is not just a 
fieht about a canal, but rather, a contest about railroad rates without 
any aid from the Commission. 

Inclusion of the West Branch Reservoir in the 1956 omnibus bill 
would be premature. Certainly, it would be contrary to the practices 
established in effect for many years as no Engineers’ Report has been 
submitted, for admittedly the report is not even half finished. 

An additional appropriation of $28,500 has just been made with 
which to finish the work and get up a report, which may not be ready 
until next year. Certainly, not for some months. How can an inter 
ested party properly consider a project without first having access to 
a completed report! We never had such a situation before. This is 
something brand new in our experience, and to us, it just is not good. 

Existing law requires such a report before Congress can act on a 
project. The House 1956 version of the omnibus bill would change 
all of that by omitting the provision in the existing and earlier 
statutes, requiring a report from the Engineers before the matter 
eoes before Congress. Among other things the matter with this 
project is that it ‘has not vet been reported on to the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania, as required by existing flood control acts. Penn- 
sylvania is affected and an interested State in this. 

Senator Kerr. At this point, Mr. Heard, would you look at the 
map and show us the boundar y there between Ohio and Pe unsylvania / 

Mr. Hrarp. Yes, sir. May I pass these maps around. These are 
something small you can look at. 

Senator Kerr, this is the boundary line [indicating on the map| be- 
tween Pennsylvania and Ohio. The proposed reservoir is shown in 
red over here and the bodies of water shown in blue are existing reser 
voirs. All of these are reservoirs | indicating |, which is the proposed 
Grand River Reservoir for the canal flow down the Mahoning and 
into Beaver River through Pennsylvania for 30 some miles. 

Senator Kerr. Into the Ohio / 

Mr. Hearp. And into the Ohio at Beaver, Pa. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hearp. One of the reasons that Pennsylvania would be affected 
by this is that you must have noticed from Mr. Kirwan’s presentation, 
that the waters of the Mahoning River are probably the most polluted 
waters in the United States. They are violating the ¢ ity of Youngs 
town and the whole district has violated the law of Ohio for many 
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years with respect to dumping untreated sewage from a population of 
three quarters of a million people into the river to be flushed down 
into the Beaver into Pennsylvania, and then into the Ohio. 

The mills out there discharge perfectly huge quantities of industrial 
wastes, including sulphuric and other acids, and that, combined with 
the sewage, makes a perfectly impossible situation. How the people 
of Youngstown stand that nobody knows who does not live there, but 
apparently, they would rather have it that way then pay the cost of 
an ordinary modern sewage treatment plant. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Heard, at that point, would the waters from 
this proposed West Branch Reservoir help that situation any? It 
was suggested if this water was used to flush out that stream down 
there, that it would alleviate that situation. 

Mr. Hearp. It might keep it moving a little faster but the fellows 
down below would get it and they do not get it now nearly to such an 
extent. I have covered that in my principal presentation at length 
with clippings and various reports. 

Now, one of the things that we were at a loss to understand was why 
we did not get notice of the proposed hearing before the House Public 
Works Committee and its subcommittee on flood control. We had 
requested by telephone, by telegram, and by letter repeatedly, long be- 
fore the hearing, that we be given a chance to appear and be heard. 

The only way that we knew there had been a hearing was when, 
some days afterward, we read about it in the Youngstown Vindicator. 
We tried to have the matter opened up so we could get in and we were 
refused with very scanty courtesy. 

Senator Kerr. You are referring to the House committee? 

Mr. Hearp. The House committee. But, I believe that we got a 
break at that because I do not think we would have gotten very far 
before the House committee and I would far rather take my chances 
with the committee before whom we are now. 

Now, this is Mr. Kirwan’s project, his canal project. He has worked 
on the canal for 20 years. ‘He and I have reappeared time after time 
before every regulatory body in Ohio and Pennsylvania. We have 
been before committees of Congress many time, but only once before, 
before the committee of the Senate, at which time, as I told you, 
the vote was 52 to 16.against the project. 

The excuse that Mr. Kirwan gave, which appears in the record of the 
hearing, as to why the matter was being rushed through without an 
engineers’ report and without our having a chance to be heard was 
that a decision by the General Motors Co. to erect an $85 million as- 
sembly plant for Chevrolet depended on the outcome of the action 
of Congress on this West Branch project and that unless assur- 
ances were immediately given or given as soon as possible to Genera! 
Motors, that this reservoir would be put in, the plant would be located 
somewhere else. 

That is a very remarkable situation because it was never intended, as 
far as I know, that any of this water should ever be used at that plant 
because the plant requires filtered water and there is no intention 
of filtering this water. But over and above that, and more important, 
whatever may have been the connection between the reservoir and the 
location of the plant, which I think was 10 days before this secret star 
chamber hearing, which Mr. Kirwan seems to have engineered so 
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that we could not be heard, the newspapers over the whole district 
came out with front page notices and feature articles, pictures, and 
one issue of the Youngstown Vindicator had five articles about this, 
and they all came out at least a week before Mr. Kirwan’s statement, 
all to the effect that Generai Motors had decided to locate the plant at 
Lordstown, which is the location, that an ample supply of water had 
been guaranteed and that construction work would start immediately. 

They have acquired the land, as I understand, and the contracts 
have been let, but I have recently seen that because of the slump in 
the automobile business, the heat is off and the plant will probably 
not be finished until sometime late in 1958. 

I will file copies of my prepared statement and copies of the ICC 
report, and in closing, I wish to call your attention to one further 
matter. 

In the report on this project, in House Report 2639, which is the 
report to accompany the House version of the omnibus bill, as it will 
come here and I do not know whether the House has yet passed 
its omnibus bill 

Senator Kerr. It has not. 

Mr. Hearv. Thank you. There is a four-paragraph reference to 
the West Branch Mahoning River Reservoir project. The second 
line, as it appears in that report, is as follows: 

In accordance with the Report of the Chief of Engineers— 


and it goes on. Ten days ago or so, when I saw that, I wired to the 
Chief of Engineers as to whether or not that was a true and correct 
statement. I did not hear from him until my office called me yes- 
terday and he told me that they had received a telegram from Major 
General Charles Holle, Acting Chief of Engineers, Washington, D. C. 

My telegram is referred to and quoted. I will file a copy of this. 
It ends up by saying: 


Report of Chief of Engineers referred to in House committee report has not 
yet been prepared. 


And, manifestly, it could not be prepared because the district engi- 
neers have 6 months more to work on that job before they even know 
where the dam is going to be or how it is going to be. 

would like to call on Major General Breene, who is an engineer, 
and who will take up the flood-control features or lack of them in 
this project. 

Senator Kerr. Now, your statement, Mr. Heard, will be made a 
part of the record, and the wire referred to. The other exhibits you 
have introduced will be filed with the record. 

(The materials referred to above are as follows:) 

Fort GreorGe G. MEADge, Mp., July 16, 1956. 
JOHN J. HEARD, 
747 Union Trust Building, Pittsburgh, Pa.: 

From ENGWD 293. Re your telegram dated July 10 on West Branch 

Mahoning River, Ohio, H. R. 12080 provides for authorization of West Branch 


project “in accordance with plans to be prepared by the Chief of Engineers.” 
Report of Chief of Engineers referred to in House committee report has not yet 
been prepared. 
Maj. Gen. CuAs. G. Hottie, 
Acting Chief of Engineers, Washington, D. C. 
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STATEMENT OF JoHN J. HEARD, COUNSEL FOR UPPER O1lto VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
CONCERNING THE RESERVOIR PROPOSED ON THE WEST BRANCH OF THE MAHONING 
RIVER IN PortTAGE County, OHIO 


My name is John J. Heard. I am a Pittsburgh lawyer, connected with the 
firm of Reed, Smith, Shaw & McClay, which has been in active practice since 
i879. We are proud of the fact that two members of our firm served as United 
States Senators. One was Philander C. Knox, who served in the Senate from 
June 30, 1904, to March 4, 1909, when he resigned to become Secretary of State. 
Later he became a Member of the Senate again on March 4, 1917, and continued 
so until his death on October 12, 1921. Our other Senator was David A. Reed, 
who served from August 8, 1922, to December 31, 1934. 

We appear here as the representatives of the Upper Ohio Valley Association, 
to protest the authorization by Congress of an alleged flood-control project for 
a reservoir on the west branch of the Mahoning River above Youngstown. 

Our association, which is unincorporated, is composed of several bundred 
inembers, among them railroads, steel, oil, coal and manufacturing companies, 
labor unions, municipalities, and others opposed to various Youngstown canal 
projects and to the expenditure of Federal funds on construction of projects in 
aid of a canal. Several copies of a partial list of our members are filed here- 
with. The principal activities of the association, extending over a period of 
more than 20 years, have been directed toward opposing the efforts of Youngs- 
town and its steel companies to obtain authorization for a proposed toll-free 
canal between the Ohio River and Lake Erie known as the through canal project 
or a project for a so-called stub-end canal from the Ohio to Youngstown. The 
issociation has also opposed projects believed to be intended to aid a canal 
project while pretending some totally different purpose. Such a one was the 
Mahoning-Grand Rivers diversion project, allegedly intended to protect Youngs- 
town aaginst floods, at a cost of more than S75 million. It was approved by the 


district and divsion engineers but was turned down by the Board in Novem 
ber 1954. 










ALTHOUGH 






WE REQUESTED IT, WE WERE DENIED OPPORTUNITY OF APPEARING BEFORE 


THE HOUSE FLOOD CONTROL SUBCOM MITTEE 


In the first paragraph, page 2, of House Report 2639, there is a statement to 
the effect that the House Flood Control Subcommittee “held extensive hearings 
on all matters contained in the bill. * * * During these hearings all witnesses 
who so desired have had opportunities to be heard.” 

This statement is incorrect. Bearing in mind that the hearing on this project 
was held by the subcommittee on May 23 last, a statement as to our efforts to 
learn when the hearing would take place and to get permission to present testi- 
mony in opposition to the project seems important. 

On May 14, 1956, we tried to reach Congressinan Buckley, chairman of the 
House Public Works Committee, by telephone but were unable to contact him. 
We left word asking he call us, which he did not do. On the same day we 
ealled Mr. C. G. Tierney, chief clerk and counsel of the House Public Works 
Committee, and requested that he inform us when the project would be referred 
to the Flood Control Subcommittee and that he let us know as far in advance as 
possible of any hearing date which might be set. We told him we wished to 
appear at such a hearing and oppose the nroject. He agreed to do this, subject, 
however, to calls upon his time due to the press of business. He said he was 
extremely doubtful that the project would be acted on at this session. On the 
same date we wrote him to the same effect. 

On May 15, 1956, we wrote Mr. Buckley stating that we had tried to reach 
him by phone on the day before and requested him to advise us in advance of 
the time which might be fixed for a hearing “before your committee or a sub- 
committee thereof.” We asked him if he had any idea as to when such a hear- 
ing might take place and suggested that, if there were a hearing, we would 
probably like to appear and object to the project. We never heard from him. 

On May 25, 1956, we learned from an outside source that there had been a 
hearing on West Branch and we called Congressman Davis, chairman of the 
subcommittee on Flood Control, to ascertain what had occurred at the hearing 
and requested that we be given an opportunity to appear and protest the project. 
We received no cooperation from him, and sent him a telegram and a letter on 
the same day, but to date we have not received a reply to either. A copy of our 
letter to Mr. Davis is attached hereto, 
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LSION OF THIIS PROJECT IN PENDING OMNIBUS FLOOD-(¢ 
AND IMPROPER 


fhe West Branch project is listed on page ZS, lines 6 to 9, inclusive, H. R. 
2ONO, as follows: 

“The project for flood protection on the West Branch of the Mahoning River 
tio, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with plans to be prepared 
vy the Chief of Engineers at an estimated cost of $14,000,000 

In House Report No. 2639, which is the report of the House Com 

blic Works on H. R. 12080, the project is described as follows 


“West BRANCH MAHONING RIVER RESERVOIR, 
“(In accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers) 


Location.—Mahoning River rises vear Alliance, Ohio, flows thro 
ily populated and industrialized areas of Youngstown and Warret! 
joins the Shenango River at New Castie, Pa., to form the Beavei 
Beaver flows into the Ohio River, 25 miles below Pittsburgh 
Report authorized by House Public Works Committee re 

Mareh 10, 1955. 

isting project.—Provides for the Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reser\ 

ood-control and allied purposes.” 

‘Plan of recommended improvement.—Dam and reservoir ou the West I 

bout 10 miles above the mouth for flood control and low tlow regulation. 

Estimated cost.—s$14 million. 

‘Local cooperation.—Local cooperation will be required on the basis of poll 

tion control, industrial water supply and temperature control, and 
ancement benefits provided by the project. 


> 


ri 


Annual charges $570. OOO 
Annual benefits S650. O00 


Benefit-cost ratio : 1. 14” 


Particular attention is directed to the second line of the above quotation from 
the report, which states: “In accordance with the report of the Chief of Engi 
neers.” We know of no such report although we have tried to ascertain whether 
there is one. On July 10, 1956, the day we first saw the House report, we wired 
the Chief of Engineers inquiring whether such a report had been made and, if so, 
the nature of it. We requested that he wire us collect. To date we have received 
o acknowledgment or reply, although we have reason to believe that our tele 
‘rain was delivered. ‘Therefore, we feel reasonably sure there is no report, at 
east such as the statute contemplates, as the district engineer has not nearly 
completed his survey, has as yet made no report, and, admittedly, will not be in a 
position to do so until next December at the earliest, and possibly next May. An 
ippropriation of $28,500 to complete the district engineer’s work has only just 

een authorized. 
in the absence of the kind of a report of the Chief of Engineers which the Fed- 
statutes require, inclusion of the West Branch project in the 1956 omnibus 
is premature and improper. 
[ni support of our position, we cite the following: 


Statutory law 

lL. Section 202 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1954 and of numerous previous 
ucts provides as follows: 

Sec, 202. The provisions of section 1 of the Act of December 22, 1544 (Public, 
Nulubered 534, Seventy-eighth Congress, second session), shall govern with 
espect to projects authorized in this act, and the procedures therein set forth 
with respect to plans, proposals, or reports for works of improvement for naviga- 
ion or flood control and for irrigation and purposes incidental thereto shall apply 
is if herein set forth in full. 

“It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress that the following pro- 

sions shall be observed : 

“No project or any modification not authorized, of a project for flood control 
or rivers and harbors, shall be authorized by the Congress unless a report for 
such project or modification has been previously submitted by the Chief of 
ngineers, United States Army, in conformity with existing law.” 

2. Section 1 of the act of December 22, 1944, Public Law 534, referred to above, 


provides: 
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“(a) Plans, proposals or reports of the Chief of Engineers, War Department, 
for any works of improvement for navigation or flood control not heretofore or 
herein authorized shall be submitted to the Congress only upon compliance with 
the provisions of this paragraph (a) :”. 

The only evidence before the committee as to the physical features, probable 
cost, ete., of the project consists of a brief oral statement by a representative of 
the corps, which, on its face, was so incomplete that no mature recommenda- 
tion could possibly be based upon it. In any event, this testimony could not 
reasonably be considered as “a report of the Chief of Engineers.” 

The applicable Rivers and Harbors Act requires that the Chief of Engineers 
must submit copies of his proposal to each affected State and within 90 days 
from the date of receipt of such report, the written views of each affected State 
may be submitted to the Chief of Engineers. For the reasons which appear here- 
in later, Pennsylvania is an affected State within the meaning of the term 
used in the statute, but recently inquiry from the Governor's office and from 
the secretary of forests and waters indicates that no such copies of this proposal 
and no notice of any kind regarding the project was given or received. 


SECTION 202 OF H. R. 12080 (P. 17), IS APPARENTLY INTENDED TO BRING ABOUT A 
FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE IN THE METHOD OF HANDLING RIVERS AND HARBORS AND 
FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS 


The 1956 bill has deleted and omitted any reference to the provision in all 
earlier flood-control acts as follows: 

“It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress that the following 
provisions shall be observed : 

“No project or any modification not authorized, of a project for flood control 
or rivers and harbors, shall be authorized by the Congress unless a report 
for such project or modification has been previously submitted to the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, in conformity with existing law.” [Italie ours.] 

Not only has the foregoing statutory provision been deleted, but House Report 
2639 advises the Senate that the proposed new section 202 (p. 40), is the same 
as “several earlier flood-control acts.” The new draft of section 202 is as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec. 202: This section is also the same as that which has appeared in the 
last several flood-control acts and continues the present procedure of submitting 
reports to the interested States and Federal agencies prior to submission to 
Congress.” 

If H. R. 12080 is adopted in its entirety by the Senate in the form in which 
it came from the House, we have no way of knowing what steps opponents 
of a particular project can take in order to protect their interests. Heretofore 
the uniform practice has been—at least in our experience—for the district 
engineer to prepare a detailed report on each project, which is then sub- 
mitted by him to the division engineer. Interested parties are given access to 
the report and an opportunity to study and analyze it in detail. They have 
been able to discuss the report with members of the district engineer’s technical 
staff and can then decide whether they wish to oppose the project and if so, 
on what grounds. 

The district engineer then holds a hearing at which interested parties may 
appear and offer testimony in opposition to the project or particular portions of 
the report. If the district engineer concludes any of these objections are sound, 
he has an opportunity to change his report to meet the objections, or he may 
completely change his original recommendation. This very thing occurred in 
connection with the report of the Pittsburgh district engineer, Major Styer, in 
his June 26, 1933, report on the Youngstown Canal. Later Major Styer and 
Colonel Moore, who agreed with the Styer findings, were reversed by the Board 
and such reversal was sustained by General Markham, Chief of Engineers, on 
March 3, 1934, on the grounds that the Youngstown steel industry was suffering 
under the terrible handicap of too high freight rates and that unless some relief 
could be afforded by the construction of a canal, the Youngstown district could 
no longer prosper and its future welfare would be jeopardized. All of the 
Youngstown witnesses had said that without the canal, Youngstown would 
wither on the vine and become a ghost town. Some ghost. — 

The southern half of the Youngstown Canal came before the Senate as a 
separate project in 1944, and although recommended by its Public Works Com- 
mittee, the Senate turned it down by a vote of 52 to 16. Perhaps the major 
inducement of the Senate to defeat the measure was the detailed testimony 
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if the proponents’ engineering and economic witnesses who, using the district 
engineer’s report as a basis, testified against the project before the Senate 
subcommittee. 

Apparently under the new-intended section 202, this could not have happened. 
Our examination and analysis of the district engineer’s report and the testi- 
mony of our experts regarding it, resulted in the defeat of the Mahoning-Grand 
Rivers diversion flood-control project before the Board of Army Engineers in 
the fall of 1954, less than 2 years ago. 

Following the same procedure, our engineering and traffic experts attacked 
the last Army engineers’ report which recommended the “through” canal. At 
a hearing before the Board our experts testified against the favorable report 
and against the project. Apparently such testimony, and perhaps the further 
investigation demanded by the Board, has resulted in the delay of any sort 

f a report on the project by the Board from 1947 to the present time. The 
project Seems to be still pending. 

Without access to the district engineer’s canal report in advance of a final 
report by the Chief of Engineers, no expert witness could have testified in de- 
tail against the project before the Board and Congress might long since have 
authorized it because of the lack of competent, critical evidence which only an 
experienced and alert opposition could supply. 

In view of our experience with the above projects and with some others, 
we feel it would be a calamity and a great injustice to the taxpayers generally 
and particularly interested parties to change the present—or at least the re- 
cent—practice of waiting for a full report by the Army engineers on a particular 
project, with the right of interested parties to examine such report and criticize 
and oppose it before submitting the project to Congress. Apparently the pro- 


ponents of West Branch have not been willing to await the new flood-control- 
navigation omnibus bill before taking away from interested parties their right 
to know what the details of a particular project are so that they may oppose 
it if they think advisable. As a matter of fact, under the new practice which 
proponents seem to have established with respect to West Branch without yet 
knowing whether the law will be changed, its opponents are not even allowed 
to appear and be heard. Even if the proposed changes should be adopted by 


the Congress, they could not act retroactively so as to cure any violations or 
omissions by the sponsors of West Branch under the laws as they existed on 
May 23—the date of the hearing—or on the date on which West Branch was 
approved by the House. 

We oppose this West Branch project because our clients and ourselves are 
convinced it is not intended as a flood-control reservoir because the Youngstown 
area does not need any additional flood control and does not use nearly all of 
the flood-control capacity it already has. Instead, we are convinced it is in- 
tended to be part of a step-by-step canal construction plan sponsored and urged 
by Youngstown and some of its larger steel companies. The canal as repeatedly 
urged, would begin at the mouth of the Beaver on the right bank of the Ohio 
River and extending up the Beaver and Mahoning Rivers past Youngstown to 
the top of the divide between the Ohio and Lake Brie watersheds, would follow 
the course of the Grand River and finally reach Lake Erie at Ashtabula, a dis- 
tance of 105 miles. Its cost would be about a billion dollars and it is perhaps 
the most controversial waterway project ever urged upon Congress. Except 
for the Panama Canal, it is the only navigation project ever to come before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, which condemned it. 

The Commission condemned the canal project and pointed out its dangers 
to the railroads and to Youngstown’s competitors. It is reported in 235 [. C. C. 
755, and we quote the Commission’s concluding summary on page 794. It sug- 
gests far better than we can why the railroads, competing districts and interests 
generally outside the Youngstown area oppose the canal and everything cal- 
culated by Youngstown to further it. It is to be noted that the Commission was 
not given the opportunity to make its own investigation but was compelled to 
accept the report of the Army engineers as a basis for its report. It seems too 
bad the Commission was not permitted to really get into this project. The 
summary follows: 

“By the way of final summary, we wish to state (1) that permanent rate 
reductions of the type and magnitude specified in the inquiry directed to us 
would not be economically justified prior to the construction of the canal for 
the reason that, on the information now available, these reductions could not 
be confined to the traffic of those who would be expected immediately and directly 
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to benefit by construction of the proposed waterway; (2) that a large volume of 
traffic. at least 56 million tons a year and probably considerably more, would 
be affected in the event construction of the waterway is carried through, and 
that the gross revenue loss of the railroads would be about $35 million a yea! 
and possibly more; (3) that the railroads can ill afford, now or in the futur 
to lose revenue in such an amount as the traffic in question produces or will 
produce: (4) that the railroads have ample time and terminal capacity to carry 
any traffic that is likely to develop for many years to come, and (5) that the 
public has a vital interest in the protection of the revenues of an agency of trans 
portation whose services are available the year around and to large and small 
shippers on equal terms. Motor carriers in a limited area would to some extent 
be adversely affected by construction of the waterway.” 

The date of the ICC report was October 5, 19239. That was 17 years ago and 
since then prices for almost everything, including charges for rail transportation, 
have practically doubled. Assuming that the loss of traffic to the railroads 
would be practically the same to date, as the ICC estimated it in 1939, the gross 
revenue loss would be approximately double, i. e., it would be increased from 
$25 million to approximately $70 million, and certainly to a minimum of S60 
million. Some of the railroads involved could not remain solvent under such 
a situation. 

We oppose the canal because we believe it is intended primarily to forge dow! 
rail and truck rates principally on bulk commodities which go into the making 
of steel. without the intervention of the Commission and in defiance of it. It 
would give the Youngstown district an unnatural and undeserved advantage over 
all other competitive districts, particularly in the manufacture of iron and steel 
Its effect on the whole rail rate structure would be far reaching and to some 
railroads—disastrous. 

Youngstown’s plan for a canal, although unsuccessful as a whole, has already 
partiy succeeded in that the Government has been induced to construct two large 
reservoirs, allegedly for flood control, namely, Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reser 
voirs. Which are being used for the storage of water whch is sold and distributed 
in competition with the local water company, for industrial and domestie use 
throughout the Youngstown area. No doubt this will continue until such time 
as the capacities of both reservoirs will be required to provide storage for water 
needed for the lockage of boats through the many dams on the southerly half of 
the proposed canal, if and when built. There is presently very little space left 
in either of these reservoirs to take care of flood-control storage requirements as 
apparently Youngstown is well aware that it does not need even a substantial 
part of the entire amount of the flood protection which these reservoirs were 
designed and ostensibly built to provide. The need for any additional flood- 
control protection is simply nonexistent. 

Since their completion, these two reservoirs have been assigned from time 
to time by the Army engineers to various canal projects which, in one form) or 
another, have been urged upon Congress, so far without success. Before they 
were built, reservoirs of similar size and location, with the same hames, were 
designed as integral parts of various proposed canal schemes for the sole pur 
pose of water storage for canal lockages, and their cost was added to the con 
struction cost of the projects of which they were a part. However, since their 
construction no part of their cost or of their value has been charged agains! 
any canal project, although assigned to and treated as part of several such 
projects. By this means, the cost of these projects has been seemingly reduced 
by many millions of dollars. In this way, it has been made considerably easier 
for the Army engineers to reach a finding of economic justification for several 
of the more recent projects. 

A project for the southerly half of the proposed canal as a separate project 
came before the United States Senate in May 1944, where it was defeated by a 
vote of 52 to 16. Both Berlin and, I believe, Mosquito Creek Reservoirs had 
been assigned to that project by the engineers, free of charge. During the Sen 
ate debate on the project serious questions were raised as to the propriety of an 
ouright gift of these reservoirs to the canal project. Questions were also 
raised—but unanswered—as to why reservoirs built for flood protection, should 
not be retained exclusively for that purpose instead of being assigned to a navi 
gation project for water storace, because this would be the antithesis of their 
use for flood control. 

Vhere is now pending before the Arm) engineers awaiting their recommenda 
tion, the most recent river-to-lake canal project, which was approved by the 
district and division engineers, and later heard and considered by the Board 
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n 1947. There has been no recommendation for or against the project, and 
as been referred back to the district engineer for further study and report 
rhis was almost Y years ago and, so far as we know, the project is still there, 


perhaps awaiting the action of Congress on a third reservoir necessary for the 
storage of canal water which no doubt the canal project will acquire absolutely 
ithout cost. This could well be the present project—the West Branch Res 
ervoir, Which the proponents have stated is a substitute for the proposed 
ut unauthorized—-Eagle Creek Reservoir. The latter has repeatedly been 
recommended by the engineers as the third necessary canal-water storage reser 
voir in connection with most Youngstown Canal projects 

West Branch would be well adapted to aid substantially in the operation of 
any Youngstown Canal for it would be almost as large as the proposed canal 
Eagle Creek Reservoir. It would drain into the Mahoning River and hence 
nto a canal at almest exactly the same spet as would a reservoir on Engle 
Creek. In the pending through-canal project report, Berlin and Mosquito Creek 
Reservoirs are made parts of the proposed canal system as 2 of its 3 or 
more required storage reservoirs, without cost to the project. It is interesting 
to note that at a hearing on the canal in the fall of 1941, the engineers took 
he position that Berlin and Mosquito Creek having been authorized for flood 
control, they could not be used to store canal water and that water must | 
pumped out of the Ohio River to take care of lockages 

Repeatedly references have been made by proponents to the West Branch 
project as though it had been previously approved as a flood-control measure 
this is net so. The first mention of a West Branch Reservoir was in connec 
tion With another much larger so-called flood-control reservoir, allegedly for 
Youngstown’s protection against floods, Known as the Mahoning-Grand Rivers 
diversion project, which after having been approved by the district and division 
engineers, Was turned down by the Board less than 2 vears ago 

The flood peril this “diversion” reservoir was intended to protect Youngs 
town against was not one Which so far as is known, had ever occurred in the 
district but one which might be expected to occur at least by the engineers 
on the average of once every 1,000 years. No doubt if the district engineer is 
ever allowed to publish his report on West Branch and it is favorable, it will be 
because Youngstown will need West Branch’s protection when the 1,000-year 
flood comes along. As the life of West Branch will be in all probability only 50 
years, such protection might not be available when needed most 

In any event, West Branch has never been authorized for any purpose and 
no particular studies have ever been made regarding it, except those now being 
made by the engineers, which will not be completed until the end of 1956 or 
solnetime next year. 


oe 


WHY YOUNGSTOWN AND ITS STEEL MILLS WANT THE GOVERNMENT TO TURN WATER 
INTO THE MAHONING FROM THE PROPOSED WEST BRANCH PROJECT 


An article which appeared in the Vindicator of May 18 headed “State Health 
Chief Hits Mahoning Pollution” is a complete explanation of what is the matter 
with the Mahoning River water. It is no wonder the steel mills object to its 
warmth and constant high state of pollution, even though they themselves are 
among the worst offenders. Admittedly, they dump their industrial wastes 
directly into the river without any attempt to lessen the nuisance they create 
Beeause of these mill wastes, and the raw sewage which Youngstown and other 
communities dump into the river, the Mahoning is not much different from what 
the Chicago River was at its worst. 

Only one of the many blast furnaces along the Mahoning has installed a closed 
circulatory water-cooling system which is something like that used on uuto- 
mobile water-cooled engines. Most modern steel plants have such systems except 
the majority of the ones in the Youngstown area where the operators must feel 
it is more economical to cool the furnaces with raw sewage and industrial wastes 
which pollute the hot river water which they have heated than to install modern 
systems of cooling, using less than one-tenth of the amount of water required by 
the old-style furnaces. Obvious!y, Youngstown much prefers the Mahoning as 
it is than spending the very considerable amounts which would be required for 
sewage-treatment plants. 

Note what the State of Ohio Health Department says about this, as recorded 
in the Vindicator. It explains much of the attitude of Youngstown and its Con- 
gressman. This comes from the Ohio State health and sanitary officials, not from 
us, and is official: 
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“Not one city in that stretch of the Mahoning River has a sewage-treatment 
plant. Only 9 of 57 industries have adequate waste treatment. 

“The State official said that while 44 percent of industries in Ohio with waste 
problems now have adequate treatment, in this area only 16 percent have. 

“Thirty-two percent of the 840,279 city residents in the State still without any 
sewage treatment live in this 20-mile sector. 

“Dr. Dwork declared, ‘I am going to say without equivocation that the principal 
offender is the city of Youngstown. It should have taken the lead. Instead 
it has fallen behind even its suburbs.’ 

“He stated, ‘Youngstown is the only major city in the State with more than 
100,000 population still lacking sewage treatment. This is something out of the 
Dark Ages. Most other major cities have had sewage treatment for years and 
now are spending millions to expand. Youngstown still dumps raw sewage into 
the Mahoning.’ 

“STILL NO PROGRAM 


“Dr. Dwork emphasized Youngstown still does not have finished plans or a 
financing prograin. ‘the smaii amount of progress to date was the result of pres- 
sure from the State, he added. 

“The health commissioner commender the Vindicator, chamber of commerce, 
industrial groups, and others for their efforts in urging city officials for years to 
move faster in the treatment program. 

“He related that the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board, since its creation in 
1951, has tried to be patient with Youngstown. 

“‘Five sewage discharge permits have been granted on the basis of very little 
progress. At one time representatives of the city had to be called before the 
board on a violation charge to get them off dead center,’ he continued, 

* * * x * + a 

“Speaking of industries, Dr. Dwork said, ‘In all fairness it should be mentioned 
that 10 of the steel plants are involved in pilot-plant studies on the disposal of 
pickle liquor or acid-iron wastes. This pilot study, which may lead to a solution 
of a major pollution problem for all the plants, is costing approximately half a 
million dollars.’ 

* . ® . ~ * * . 

“ “There is still no reason why the Youngstown-Mahoning area cannot fall into 
step by that time,’ he concluded. 

“R. F. Doolittle, assistant general counsel for the Youngstown Sheet & Tube 
Co., said steel companies recognize that industrial pollution abatement is neces- 
sary in the public interest.” 

Youngstown and its industries should clean up the mess they have made of their 
naturally attractive Mahoning River before asking the Federal taxpayers to 
supply the money to enable them to flush this filth into the Beaver River in Penn- 
sylvania, and so down the Ohio toward the Mississippi. It seems not very 
different from collecting their sewage and mill wastes in tank trucks and dump- 
ing them in the yards of people down the road. The State of Pennsylvania will 
have something to say about this when the Army engineers comply with the 
Federal law and give their neighboring State complete information—3 months in 
advance—regarding the new reservoir. Until they do and Pennsylvania has 
taken its position regarding the project, congressional approval would be pre- 
mature. 


WHY WAS THE PROJECT RUSHED THROUGH THE HOUSE WITHOUT WAITING FOR THE 
ENGINEERS’ REPORT OR GIVING NOTICE TO THE KNOWN OPPONENTS OF THE MEASURE? 


According to the record the only reason given at the remarkable star chamber 
hearing before the House Flood Control Subcommittee for rushing the West 
Branch project through without waiting for the engineers’ report or giving notice 
to the opponents, was the alleged situation with respect to the location in the 
district of a proposed General Motors plant. 

Whatever the original situation may have been as to assuring an ample water 
supply for a proposed GM assembly plant at Lordstown, it had been completely 
cleared up, an ample and satisfactory water supply had been assured and General 
Motors had announced its decision to build such a plant prior to May 238, 1956, 
the date on which the West Branch hearing was held before the House Flood 
Control Committee. In view of this, it seems surprising that Mr. Kirwan should 
not have been somewhat better informed before testifying as to the need of 





RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


immediate congressional approval of the West Branch project to assure location 
of the plant in the Youngstown district. Perhaps he had been away from Youngs- 
town and thus missed the informative columns of the Youngstown Vindicator, 
to which reference will be made. This would hardly be worth talking about were 
it not the fact that the situation at Lordstown, as Mr. Kirwan erroneously testi- 
fied it to be, was the thing which triggered the headlong rush to get the project 
authorized immediately. In any event, both Mr. Kirwan and a prominent mem- 
ber of the House committee stated this was the case. 

Mr. Kirwan’s feeling about this appears in his testimony at the West Branch 
hearing. The following is quoted from the record of the May 23 hearings: 

“Mr. Kirwan. Not only the steel mills, but also General Motors want to break 
ground on the largest, and I mean the largest, assembly plant in the world, which 
is going to cost $85 million to construct. The only reason why they are not 
breaking ground now is that they say they cannot break it until after New Year's 
because of this water situation. They have signed their contracts and have 
bought the land. 

“Here is the largest corporation in the world, gentlemen, General Motors, 
which has postponed the breaking of ground for 6 months because they have no 
water until this thing goes through, so it will assure them that they can get the 
water from Berlin Dam and Reservoir (p. 81). 

* * od * * + . 

“T would like to have this small statement incorporated in the record, and I 
am thankful and grateful for the privilege of appearing in front of this great 
committee, and hope when you get to act on it it will be favorable action, because 
if there was ever a place that needed water, the industry in that valley and the 
industry coming into that valley which has to serve this Nation needs it. I am 
speaking there of ground for an $85 million project, and the only way they can do 
itis through having this reservoir erected. That is why I say the Army engineers 
cannot estimate the value of this project. It runs into billions and not millions” 
(p 82). 

* * * * * * * 


“Mr. Kimwan. It is not that I want to take a shortcut or anything like that. 


[t would be easy to wait another year for the Army engineers, but here is General 
Motors, which cannot break ground for this, which will be the largest assembly 
plant in the world, until after they are assured of this water. It will be an $85 
inillion plant, and that is the only thing holding it up. They are waiting to see 
if they are going to get this water. That is the only problem” (83). 

However, at least a week pror to this testimony, the Vindicator was announcing 
to the world, including Mr. Kirwan, that whatever the water troubles may have 
been, if any, which had been delaying the location and start of the Lordstown 
Plant, they were over and done with prior to May 16. 

Under the heading “Hail Water Agreement as Long Step Forward,” the 
Youngstown Vindicator of May 16, 1956, stated: 

“The peaceful water agreement announced today may go a long way toward 
bringing more industry into the Mahoning Valley, at the same time assuring 
ample public and private water supplies for many years to come. 

* * * * * * * 


“The action of the Ohio Water Service Co. is in the best interests of the entire 
Mahoning Valley and will be of mutual benefit to all. Specifically, the immediate 
benefit is to permit the Chevrolet division assembly plant to be developed in this 
area.” 

On the same day, apparently determined that none of its readers would miss 
the good news, the Vindicator stated the following under the heading “Momentous 
Water Settlement” : 

“The Mahoning Valley gets a great lift as the Ohio Water Service Co. sets aside 
its own interests so that the Mahoning Valley Sanitary District can obtain an 
additional supply of water and so that Niles, Youngstown, or both can provide 
water for the New General Motors plant at Lordstown. 


* * * * * * * 


“Meanwhile the people of the Mahoning Valley have reason to rejoice with 
General Motors today in the celebration it is holding in Warren and Detroit, for 
the last—and what had appeared to be insurmountable—obstacle to the construc- 
tion of its Lordstown plant is now out of the way.” 

Also, in its May 16 issue, under the heading in blackface type an inch high, the 
Vindicator reported: 
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“A cooperative agreement, Clearing all obstruction to the Berlin-Meander pipe 
line and assuring an adequate supply of water to the new General Motors plants 
at Lordstown, was annofinced this morning by the special Berlin-Meander pipe- 
line committee of the Youngstown Chamber of Commerce. 

* * * * * * * 


“With the possibility of litigation from Ohio Water Service Co. removed, Niles 
can proceed with its pipeline to the GM site at Lordstown. GM officials recently 
announced a 6-month delay in beginning construction of the plants. Earlier they 
had said a preparation of the site would begin as soon as utility lines, including 
water aud sewer, were available at the location. 

* * * * x * * 


“2. The committe has received assurance from the Ohio Water Service Co. that 
it will refrain from further litigation against the construction of the Berlin- 
Meander pipeline and that it will also refrain from taking any action to interfere 
with the sale of water by Niles and/or Youngstown to General Motors. 


+ * ¥ * 1 2 * 


“The Ohio Water Service Co. controls a potentially substantial source of water 
for this area in its proposed Yankee Run Reservoir north of Youngstown. The 
committee feels that it would be in the long-run interests of the community if this 
additional water source were to be developed. its development, however, can 
only be justified and financed if a market is available to it without the threat of 
subsidized competition from other water sources.” 

The following is taken from a Vindicator article published on May 17 under the 
heading “Kryzan Would Ask Funds for Mahoning lam”: 

“The mayor also praised industrial and business leaders and the editor of the 
Vindicator for the ‘tireless effort and time given by those vitally concerned with 
the industrial and economic future of the valley.’ 

“He was referring to the cooperitive agreement which cleared all obstructions 
to the Berlin-Meander pipeline and assures an adequate supply of water to the 
new General Motors plant at Lordstown. 

“This was announced Wednesday morning by the special Berlin-Meander pipe- 
line committee of the Youngstown Chamber of Commerce.” 

The last Vindicator article on the subject which we have seen appeared on June 
30 under the heading “Legislature O. K..s Water Sale to GM”: 

“Youngstown and Niles got the green light Friday from the Ohio Legislature 
to go ahead with negotiations to sell water to General Motors Corp. for its pro- 
posed huge assembly plant at Lordstown. 

“In its special session the legislature quickly approved a bill removing the 
5-mile limit previously imposed on cities for sale of water to consumers outside 
their boundaries. The new bill places no limit on the distance.” 

It is quite clear that for at least a week, and probably longer, before the secret 
West Branch hezxring, practically everyone in the district knew, or should have 
known and, most of all the Congressman, that an adequate supply of water for 
Lordstown had been assured. Prior to that time, there was some thought that 
the Ohio Water Service Co. would object, if necessary in the courts, to the sale 
at Lordstown in its chartered district, of federally subsidized water from Berlin 
Reservoir, built and supposed to be operated exclusively for fiood control. The 
Ohio company, most graciously and unselfishly and with a fine showing of public 
spirit, had withdrawn its objections and agreed not to protest this invasion of its 
own territory. Presumably, General Motors preferred to use the cheaper Berlin 
water. In any event according to the June 30, 1956, issue of Business Week, page 
”4. the Lordstown plant originally planned to be ready by the fall of 1957 will not 
be finished until 1958 as “the heat is off now.” 

It should be noted that the Ohio Legislature has recently removed the restric- 
tion on the sale of water by municipalities more than 5 miles beyond their borders 
So, Mr. Kirwan’s alleged reason for rushing the project through without a report 
or notice at the May 23 hearing was utterly invalid and without any factual basis. 
It was a little inexcusable, too, though there is no suggestion here of intentions! 
Inisstatements on his part. Of course, we are convinced that the matter was 
ndecently rushed through either because (1) Mr. Kirwan felt the project was so 
bad the engineers would, of necessity, turn it down if given a chance to complete 
their investigation: or (2) he feared that if the engineers should approve the 
project, their report would be so vulnerable that our association would prove it so 
and make it impossible to get congressional approval. Verhaps, also, he preferred 
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cominittee to hear only his side. If we had been ut the hearing we could have 
tired up the Lordstown situation on the record sx he committee would have 
nowh there was no reason to rush the project and that it would be better to 
llow the prescribed orderly procedure. 
fhe imagined water situation at Lordstown was given by Mr. Kirwan to the 
louse committee as the reason for the unorthodox and illegal rushing procedure 
the House, and it was stated as the excuse for such procedure by the chairman 
f the House Flood Control Committee. The impression which may well have 
een conveyed by the Congressman’s testimony was that water from a West 
Branch Reservoir would be used at the Lordstown plant his is not the fact. 
would be an impossibility, at least from a cost statement, to get West Branch 
iter over to Lordstown. And besides, the Lordstown plant will require all of 
ts water to be filtered and there has never been a thought or a suggestion of 
stalling a filter plant to purify this water. 
it now seems clear that there was ho valid reason for haste in bringing this 
roject before this session of Congress for approval and that the method followed 
trving to do so Was improper and illegal. Therefore ‘it seems advisable to 
iminate the West Branch project from the current omnibus bill altogether 
d let it come up at a future session in the usual and orderly way afte! 
vineers have completed their studies and report 


CEPT WHEN YOUNGSTOWN Is BEFORE THE ARMY ENGINEERS OR CONGRESS 
ITSELF OUT AS HAVING MORE THAN ENOUGH WATER FOR EVERY PURPOSI 


The following are quotations from an attractive booklet recently published by 
e new industries committee of the Greater Youngstown Area Foundation, 
which seems to be an ofticial publication of the Youngstown Chamber of (om 
merce, designed to attract new industry to Youngstown 

The brief quotations which follow have to do with what Youngstown says 
bout its abundance of water for every industrial and domestic need, the superi 
rity of its existing transportation service, the prosperous financial condition 
f the city, etc. There is not one word in the book suggesting eveu the remote 

ssibility that Youngstown is endangered in the slightest by floods or that it 
needs any flood protection over that which the Government has provided already) 

“Sources of local supply.—Youngstown has three sources of water supply 

water of the Mahoning River available free to nearby users; (2) raw wate! 

from impounding reservoirs of the Ohio Water Service Co.; (3) treated 
from the Mahoning Valley Sanitary District. setween these three sources 
supply, the city is able to meet water needs of practically every potential indus 
ry, not only as to quantity, but as to both quality and price 


a: 


“Local water supply ample for a city tirice present size of Younustow) Since 
two cities sharing this supply, Niles and Youngstown, together utilize but 
i> million gallons per day, there is obviously available, on the basis of the 
resent per capita consnmption, enough water to serve the needs of more th: 
lonble the population now dependent upon this utility This is exclusive of 
e water potentially available in the Berlin Reservoir 


‘Unlimited supply of water inmediately available to industry at Youngstown 
lmportant as these considerations are to plants seeking a new location, the local 
esources in water, now available without extension or enlargement of supply, 
ire of fundamental importance. Additions necessitating a rebuilding of the col 
ction and distribution system, the acquisition of land for watersheds, the cor 

uction of dams and reservoirs, as Well as pipelines and conduits often involve 

irs of delay. Many cities showing nominaliy low water rates are unable to 
supply anywhere near the quantity of water necessary to serve large industries. 
\n industrial plant dependent to a major degree upon water must conside 
erefore, not only comparative water rates in competitive centers, but the 
antity of supply immediately available in the city under consideration \ 
minally low water rate may unless viewed in this light be both an illusion 
ia snare. 
Industries locating in Youngstown are assured, noi 


permanent, uninterrupted service even at times of 
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CONCLUSION 


The headlong and seemingly indecent speed, the total ruthlessness and the 
utter disregard of other people’s rights and interests which characterized the 
handling of the West Branch project by the House committees are hard to 
understand and difficult to explain. I would think some of the members must 
have had serious misgivings about the whole thing. 

The people I have talked to about this—substantial people with wide business 
experience and some knowledge of how things are usually done in Washington— 
find it hard to believe Congress would act in that way. They say they have 
serious misgivings about the future. It is our first experience with anything 
of the sort as heretofore we have been treated always with courtesy and con- 
sideration by the Army engineers and by all Members of Congress. 

Perhaps the knowledge of its sponsors that West Branch is such a bad project 
that if allowed to follow the ordinary course, it would be turned down by the 
engineers, may have been responsible for the manner of the project’s handling. 
Or the sponsors may have concluded that even if the engineers might approve 
the project if given the chance, their report would be so vulnerable as to be 
indefensible. There have been reports like that on projects we know about. 

Perhaps the answer is more simple than that and is more obvious to a more 
experienced person than I in the ways of politics. I note on page 75 of the 
testimony of the Youngstown Congressman : 

“Of all the projects I voted for—and I voted for every project that ever came 
before the Congress in the 20 years or so I have been a Member * * *,” 

And again on page 79, the witness made this statement: 

“I sit here this morning before this committee and say I have seen no project 
in this country—and do not get me wrong because I voted for every one, and if I 
had to do it all over I would cast my vote for them again—I have seen no project 
like this one with the amount of money involved * * *,” 

He could say that again. 

What purpose did the witness have in saying not once, but twice, that he had 
voted for very flood-control project—and I presume he meant to include every 
navigation project, too—during his 20 years or so in Congress. I wonder how 
much that has cost the Federal taxpayers already and what effect, if any, those 
statements were intended to have—and perhaps did have—on the other Members 
who later were to vote on West Branch. 

In connection with his testimony, Mr. Kirwan filed a statement which quoted 
verbatim a five-page feature article which on May 14, 1956, appeared in that ex- 
cellent publication which for years has heen the chief spokesman for the Youngs- 
town canalers, the Youngstown Vindicator. It is entitled “Must Dump 15 Billion 
Gallons:of Water Here.” In view of this, I may be excused for including in 
my statement several paragraphs from an article which appeared in the Vindi 
eator on June 22, 1956, entitled “Dam’s O. K. Called Kirwan ‘Tribute’ ” and the 
whole of a Vindicator editorial appearing in the same issue. Here they are: 

“Representative John Dempsey (Democrat, New Mexico), former Governor of 
New Mexico, and ranking majority member on the subcommitte, said the project 
was included in the bill as a ‘mark of respect for Mike Kirwan.’ 

“Dempsey said it is ‘a little unusual’ to include in the biannual rivers and har- 
bors bill a project on which there is not yet an engineering survey. 

“ “However, Kirwan and representatives of the Army engineers made such a 
case for this particular project that we couldn’t turn it down,’ Dempsey said. 

“He added that every member of the 18-member subcommittee has been 
helped at one time or another by the Youngstown Congressman during almost 
20 years in Congress.” 
~ 




















* * * * * 





“Other members of the subcommittee also expressed deep regard and respect 
for Kirwan, who himself is chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Public Works East of the Mississippi. 

“In his appearance before the subcommittee earlier this month, Kirwan 
stressed that the West Branch project would only replace a previously author- 
ized Eagle Creek Dam and Reservoir abandoned because of excessive cost.” 
+ ” 





* * * * * 


“Kirwan said he was ‘glad’ to see the project approved by the subcommittee 
He also said that possibly legislation will be passed between now and next 
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year which might reduce local share of the West Branch project, along with 
many other Federal-State projects. 

“Dempsey said the full committee is expected to report out the bill for im- 
mediate House action ‘Tuesday or Wednesday.’ 

“‘Kirwan knows his way around, and I’m sure this project will be in the 
bill when it passes the House,’ Dempsey said.” 


[From the Youngstown Vindicator, June 22, 1956) 
“KIRWAN’S VICTORY FOR THE VALLEY 


“Hundreds of projects, pressed by the 4835 Members of the House, clamor for 
inclusion in the omnibus rivers and harbors bill. Getting a request into the 
measure is a major achievement, and ordinarily none has a chance unless a final 
favorable report by the Army engineers supports it. 

“An exception in favor of the Mahoning Valley appeared yesterday as a House 
subcommittee voted unanimously to put into the bill the proposed $14 million dam 
and reservoir on the Mahoning River’s West Branch. 
report on it will not be completed until about October 15. 

“John Dempstey, former Governor of New Mexico and now a member of the 
committee, explains the special favor as ‘a mark of respect for Mike Kirwan.’ 
He observed that during Mr. Kirwan’s 20 years in Congress he had helped each 
of the 18 committeemen and they wished to repay him even though the action 
was ‘a little unusual.’ 

“The project itself is sound, the need for it clear. Mr. Dempsey says he 
knows of no proposal in the billion-dollar bill which is more meritorious. Yet 
merit alone does not impel congressional committees to depart from customary 
procedures. Mr. Kirwan’s great influence and his willingness to use it (obligating 
himself to all the colleagues he dealt with) won this unusual grant for the great 
industrial district he represents. 

“Benefits from the West Branch Dam will extend well beyond Mr. Kirwan’s 
district. The reservoir represents a future water supply for Portage County's 
cities, Kent and Ravenna. It will help the Warren area as much as that 
immediately around Youngstown. And as Representative Frank Clark of 
Bessemer observes, ‘What is good for Youngstown is good for the New Castle 
area’ across the Pennsylvania line. 

“The project still must win approval from the full committee, the House and 
the Senate. However, the primary necessity for any improvement is to get it 
into the rivers-harbors bill, and so Mr. Kirwan has surmounted the highest 
hurdle. The West Branch Reservoir, like those at Berlin and on Mosquito 
Creek, will be another monument to his extraordinary career.” 

By the way—speaking of monuments to extraordinary careers it is interesting 
to note that the Washington Monument is reputed to have cost $1,500,000; the 
Jefferson Memorial $3 million; and the Lincoln Memorial $2,940,000; or a total 
of $7,440,000. This is only a little more than one-half of the reported cost of 
the West Branch project. 


The final engineering 


WHAT WE ARE ASKING THIS COMMITTEE TO DO 


We ask this committee to recommend that the West Branch project be 
stricken from the 1956 omnibus waterway flood-control bill as finally passed by 
the Congress. It has been improperly and we believe illegally included therein 
and should be deleted. It should not be finally acted upon by the Congress until 
after it has followed the customary and, I believe, legal procedure after the 
district engineer has finally reported thereon and any objectors are given the 
opportunity to review the report and state their objections thereto. It should 
then be acted upon by the Board of Engineers after a hearing by them on the 
report, if requested, after which the Chief of Engineers has reported thereon in 
the usual orderly fashion. Thereafter, there should be an adequate hearing 
thereon before the appropriate committee or committees of the Congress, after 
reasonable notice to interested parties who wish to be heard. 

Anything less than this would be a departure from the prescribed practice 
which seems to have prevailed for years, and it is the practice best calculated 
to protect the interests of all concerned. 
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UprrerR OHIO VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 


Pittsburgh, Pa., May 25, 1956. 
Hon CLirrorp Davis. 


Chairman, Flood Control Subcommittee of House Public Works Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Davis: I wired you today as follows: 

“Reqpest hearing before your committee for purpose of opposing Representa- 
tive Kirwan’s bill, H. R. 11041, on which hearing was held May 28 without notice 
to us although notice had been requested.” 

Some time ago I talked to your clerk, Mr. Charles G. Tierney, about the posi- 
tion of our association with respect to this bill and had requested as much ad- 
vance notice as possible of any hearing which might be held on this bill. I also 
wrote Mr. Tierney on May 14 along the same lines, and on May 15 wrote to 
Mr. Charles A. Buckley, chairman of the Committee on Public Works, making 
the same request of him. At the time of my conversation and the sending of 
these letters L[ was advised the project had not been referred to the Flood Control 
Committee. 

I learned for the first time, in a telephone conversation with Mr. Tierney 
yesterday, after he had returned my earlier call at about 4 p. m., that a hearing 
on this bill had been held before your committee the day before. The purpose 
of my call to Mr. Tierney was to learn whether the time for a hearing had been 
fixed and whether the bill had as yet been referred to the Flood Control Com- 
mittee 

The reason we wish a hearing is that we believe the importance of the project 
is much greater than appears on the face of the bill or from any of the statements 
made at the May 23d hearing, and that the real purpose behind the bill is to 
aid a Youngstown canal. 

The district in which the proposed reservoir would be located is not in need 
of tiood control as we are advised the percentage of fiood-controlled area in the 
district is probably greater than in any other comparable district. I have just 
seen a transcript of part of the testimony offered by the proponents at the 
hearing aud believe that it contains at least several erroneous statements re- 
garding important facts. It must be obvious, even from a casual reading of the 
testimony, that whatever the real purpose of the bill may be, it certainly is not 
flood control. 

Our interest in the matter arises from the fact that for years we have opposed 
the many attempts of the Youngstown interests to get a canal to or through 
Youngstown, the most recent of which was an alleged flood-control project much 
larger than this but in many respects comparable. It was finally turned down 
by the Board of Army Engineers. 

We are of the opinion that the real purpose behind this project is to further 
the interests of the advocates of that canal. We had hoped to be able to defer 
reaching a final conclusion regarding the project or taking a definite position 
with respect to it until after we had had an opportunity of examining a complete 
and final report of the United States Army engineers. However, this is now 
impossible and in view of the course followed by the sponsors of the bill, which is 
certainly unusual and not at all in conformity with the practice and procedure 
venerally followed in connection with comparable projects and seems to be 
contrary to Federal statutes and Federal decisions, we have concluded that the 
West Branch project is not intended to provide any necessary or justifiable flood 
control for the Youngstown district, but instead is intended by its sponsors to 
be in direct aid of a Youngstown canal. 

Within a few days we will file with you and the other members of your 
committee a much more detailed statement of our position than is practicable in 
a letter of this kind. If we are to be afforded an opportunity of a hearing, I 
hope we will receive as much advance notice of it as possible. Your considera- 
tion of this request will be much appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 


Joun J. Hearn, 
Senator Hruska. Before you terminate your statement, I am won- 
dering, some reference was made here by Congressman Kirwan to 
local agreements for local participation. 
entered into 4 
Mr. Hearn. I know of none. We have had that in every proceeding 
like that and we have had many. 


Have such agreements been 


Phis is just one of many that we 
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ive had, There is alw: avs a lot of loose talk about how much local 

rerests are going to contribute but when you get down into the 

tual hearing, based on the record, you will find that the agree 
nents are of the vaguest kind, and the people who should pay for 

. like the steel companies, get into this and they think it is a matter 
that the Government should take care of or the city of Youngstown. 
So you get to the place where nobody except the Government is s ip 
posed to do i It. 

Senator Hruska. You referred to Pennsylvania not having been 
constiated and no report from that State had been received. What 
hout the State of Ohio 4 

Mr. Hearp. I do not know about that. Of course, they are directly 
(fected and I do not know whether they know what is going on. 

Senator Hruska. It would still be reported to them asa State? 

Mr. Hearp. Indeed, it should. As far as I know, it has not been 
sO reported and there has been neither opposition or acquiescence, 
but IT can say that I talked to the Governor's office and to the office 
of the chief of forest and waters of 1 ennsylvania on last Friday and 
they knew of nothing of this sort and they were all stirred up about 
t. They said that if and when they got such a report, they wanted 

o go into it and they thought they might do something about it. At 
least they wanted to be heard. 

Senator Kerr. All right, who is the next witness / 

Mr. Hearn. General Breene. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. R. G. BREENE, CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
REPRESENTING UPPER OHIO VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


General Breene. My name is R. G. Breene. I live in Dayton, Ohio, 
| am a graduate engineer. I received my degree from Purdue Uni 
versity in 1917. I served in the United’ States Army for 29 years, 
and was retired as a major general for physical disability in 1946. 
During the Second World War, I was commanding general of the 
service of supplies in the South Pacific theater; and in that post and 
others I held in the service, I was principally responsible for prob- 
lems of logistics and other phases of engineering. 

[ am registered as a professional engineer in the States of Ohio 
and Washington, and I am a member of the American Society of 

Civil Engineers and the American Association of Professional Engi 
neers. Tam one of the principals of the firm of Transportation Cor 
sultants, Inc., of this city. 

[ have served the Upper Ohio Valley Association as a consultant 
since 1947, principally in connection with engineering studies of the 
long series of Lake Erie and Ohio River Canal projects, including 
ihe recent one named the diversion project. 

As the attorney for the association has told you, I am appearing 
here today to express the results of Iny own e ‘forts, as an engineer, 
to appraise the merits or demerits of the proposal that the Federal 
(government shall build a dam and reservoir on the West Branch of 
the Mahoning River in Portage County, Olio. 

I am nec essarily leaving out a lot of this stateme ir, because of 
the time limitation. It will be filed, however. 

Senator Kerr. It will be filed and made a part of the record. Are 
outhe only other witness 4 
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Mr. Hearn. We have Mr. John C. Bane, and I would like to reserve 
5 minutes for him. 

Senator Kerr. How much time do you think you need, General? 

General Breen. Sir, if I could have about 15 or 16 minutes, I be- 
lieve I can get through. 

Senator Kerr. I will stay with you that long. I do not believe my 
colleague can stay. 

Senator Hruska. I will have to leave. 

Senator Kerr. You take 15 minutes. I will stay through it. 

General Breene. I have a map here which Mr. Heard has already 
shown you which indicates the various reservoirs now in existence, 
namely, Berlin and Mosquito Creek, which were built by the Federal 
Government as flood-control projects during the war, I belioes: 

Then this large reservoir is a proposed part of the Lake Erie-Ohio 
River Canal, which was never approved. This [indicating] is Eagle 
Creek, which was approved as a part of the overall flood-control sys- 
tem many years ago, in the 1930’s, and finally, here is the proposed 
West Branch Reservoir, which is before you now. 

Of these reservoirs, Milton Reservoir and Meander Creek were built 
by the city of Youngstown or the water authorities there for the supply 
of domestic water. 

There are numerous other reservoirs in the area not shown on this 
map, including those of the privately owned water company chartered 
to serve this part of Ohio. 

Any informed person can see from this map alone that one of the 
principal problems involved in the efforts to supply a canal between 
Lake Erie and the Ohio River would be a problem of so supplying a 
constant quantity of water. You would also observe that these reser- 
voirs would all contribute to that job, as would the four reservoirs 
which are already in existence. 

You would observe that the West Branch Reservoir is, to all intents 
and purposes, an equivalent of the once proposed Eagle Creek Reser- 
voir, which has been abandoned for reasons which we are not familiar. 

We could not avoid the conclusion now urged on you by the Upper 
Ohio Valley Association that the West Branch Reservoir is well cal- 
culated to serve the purposes of the business interests and others who 
favor the construction of this canal. 

However, in preparing to avail myself of this opportunity to appear 
before your committee, I have tried to ignore this rather obvious rela- 
tionship between the canal project, which Congress has never ap- 
proved, and the West Branch Reservoir project, which is presented for 
your consideration today. 

Instead of thinking sunt the canal, I have tried to judge the West 
Branch project on its own merits only. My statement is intended to 
cast light on these two questions: What would be the cost of construct- 
ing and maintaining the West Branch Reservoir? What economic 

rofits, if any, would the proposed reservoir produce, and what would 
ce their value ? 

In short, I have examined the question of economic justification 
and what I have to say is based on a study of that question and on 
the principle that Congress should not and will not authorize the 
expenditure of public money on such an improvement if it appears 
that the improvement will never pay for itself; that is, if the money 
it costs is likely to be more than the money it can save. 
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One particular difficulty of any attempt to evaluate the West Branch 
project is the fact that nobody knows just what it is. My study has 
been based, of necessity, on the brief and rather cursory testimony of 
Major General Itschner of the Corps of Engineers and of Congress- 
man Kirwan at a hearing held on May 23 before the Subcommittee on 
Flood Control of the Committee on Public Works of the House of 
Representatives. That is the only public record we have been able to 
discover dealing with the subject and as far as we know, the only 
public record on which you can act or refuse to act. | 

It is true that General Itschner testified and I quote: 


Although the dam and spillway had not been completely designed, enough 
work has been done so we know the approximate cost will be $14 million. 

But, as we and others have often observed in the past, preliminary 
cost estimates made by the Corps of Engineers and others, even after 
complete surveys, have often proved much lower than the final ex- 
penditures for waterway improvements. Therefore, it is but fair to 
assume that this $14 million figure is extremely rough, extremely con- 
servative, and almost certain to prove inadequate, if the dam and 
reservoir are ever authorized and built. 

As an indication of the accuracy of the cost estimates submitted to 
the Congress at the time of authorization, I have here, 41 estimates, 
as well as final costs of the projects. All are waterways projects of 
the Corps of Engineers. This must not be considered any criticism 
of the Corps of Engineers. These are simply facts and the reasons 
I will not have time to go into. 

The total of the estimates submitted at the time of authorization 
was $350 million rounded. The estimated cost of these 41 projects, 
when completed, is $1,368,000,000 rounded. Now, if the proposed West 
Branch project, the cost of which is not estimated by the general, but 
only approximated, to use the word, is increased by an amount as 
great as this average, 390 percent, the cost will not be $14 million, but 
it will be $54,600,000. 

There is no reason with which I am familiar to expect this par- 
ticular project to prove the exception. It appears to us that this 
$14 million figure presented to this committee is based upon certain 
calculations which were included for comparative purposes only in 
the Corps of Engineers’ report of February 12, 1954, on the Mahoning- 
Grand River diversion project, a flood-control project which the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors reported unfavorably in De- 
cember of 1954. 

The 1954 report emphasized the preliminary character of its own 
figures respecting West Branch by explaining that they were based 
on quadrangle maps of the United States Geological Survey. These 
are small-scale maps for this purpose. The scale is about 1 mile to 
the inch, and the contour interval is 20 feet. The calculations were 
made without the benefit of subsurface investigations, and of course, 
as the need for $53,500 survey now underway will suggest, there are 
no plans or surveys. 

In this case, the estimated cost of the West Branch Reservoir pro- 
jected at that time and on this admittedly uncertain data was $12,- 
226,000. This figure, if advanced to present costs by the index is 
approximately $14 million. That is the figure we believe to be taken 
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from the old report on diversion. Even using this figure, the test 
mony said that the cost-benefit ratio was but 1.14 to 1. 

If we had time, we could clearly show, and it is in our report, that 
this is extremely high. However, I have recently been informed, this 
morning in fact, that the subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee has said that it would not approve money for projects 
with a benefit-cost ratio of less than 1:30 to 1. 

Mr. Heard has just informed me that I have but 2 to 3 minutes, 
I regret that I cannot present what I have here, sir, but 1 would like 
to present our conclusions and we are ready to stand back of them at 
any time for questioning. 

Our conclusions, from all of the studies in which I have referred 
today are: 

First, that the present system of public and private reservoirs af 
fords Youngstown and the area relatively excellent protection against 
floods. In fact, it affords more flood protection in terms of percentage 
of watershed now to Youngstown than will be afforded to Pittsburgh 
after the 10 dams are completed which have been authorized. If in- 
dustrial water supply is not now satisfactory, this is due wholly to 
the failure of the area to furnish sewage-treatment facilities and the 
reluctance of mills to install closed systems. 

One steel mill in Youngstown now is not entering into this dis 
cussion and certainly one of the reasons it is not entering into 
the discussion is that it has a closed system and it has no water 
troubles, 

Two, when the current survey of the project by the C - of En 
gineers is completed, under the recent appropriations and a sound 
report is made, it is impossible to believe that the report can shoy 
any economic justification for the West Branch Reservoir. Instead, 
I am sure, any sound report will show that no flood of the Mahoning 
River has caused any material damage since the provision of the 
Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reservoirs, and that no serious damage 
could be prevented by the West Branch Reservoir. 

Three, the only now existing estimates of the cost of the West 
Branch project and of the benefits it would produce, being those taken 
from district engineer’s report of December 1954, on the Grand 
River Reservoir project, and used by General Itschner at the House 
committee hearing of May 23, 1956, were only rough approximations 
when they were made : and are totally unrealistic and unreliable. 

Now, if this reservoir were authorized and built, it would, accord 
ing to past experience in such matters, cost much more than the 
amount predicted as of today. 

Lastly, I believe that there is nothing in the present situation of an) 
interested party which would appear to an engineer, such as myself, 
to afford any legitimate reasons for hasty approval of this project 
by the Congress. On the contrary, every engineering and economic 
consideration suggests strongly that under all present circumstances, 
this West Branch Reservoir proposal should be rejected here. 

I believe, sir, that serious consideration should be given to taking 
away from the engineers these studies which they make which are so 
very important and upon which you are deper ident and so is the coun- 
try; and it is my sincere belief, that to short circuit these studies, 
if I may use such a term to you, to short circuit these studies is a seri 
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is blow to the orderly procedures which ave 
priation of these huge sums. 

I thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Ger 
tatement will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to above is as follow 


STATEMENT OF R. G. BREENE, CONSULTING ENGINEEI 
On1o VALLEY ASSOCIATIO 

My name is R. G. Breene. [ live in Dayton, Ohio. Tam ; at 
1 received my degree from Purdue University in 1917 I served i i United 
States Army for 29 years and was retired as a major general for physical dis 
ability in 1946. During the Second World War [I was commanding 
the service of supplies in the South Pacific theater: and in that post 
I held in the service, I was principally responsible for problems of 1 nd 
other phases of engineering. [I am registered as a professional 


=¢Tl 
} engineer 1! the 

States of Ohio and Washington, and I am a member of the American Society of 

Civil Engineers and the American Association of Professional Migineers 

one of the principals of the firm of Transportation Consultant 

ington, D. C 

I have served the Upper Ohio Valley Association as 
principally in connection with engineering studies of the long 
and Ohio River Canal projects. 

As the attorney for the association has told you, Tam appeat 
to express the results of my own efforts, as an engineer, to appraise the 
demerits of the proposal that the Federal Government shail build a dam 2 
reservoir in the West Branch of the Mahoning River in Portage County, Ohio 

This proposal is one of the subjects of section 203 of the bill which is before 
you today, H. R. 12080. It would be authorized by a paragraph which appears 
on page 28 of that bill as it was passed and printed by the House of 
hepresentatives. 

I have a map here which will show you the geographical position of the pro 
posed reservoir as far as we are able to determine it. Nobody knows today just 
where the dam would be located if it were built, or what kind of a dam it weuld 
he, or What lands the reservoir would flood, for the Army engineers have thus 
far completed no plans for the dam or reservoir. However. if appears to me 
that, were the reservoir built, it would almost certainly Hood the land marked 
in red on our map. 

On this same map you will see how the West Branch and other sinall tributaries 
feed into the Mahoning and how that small, crooked stream passes throug! 
Youngstown and into Pennsylvania, where it joins the Shenango and the Beaver 
and finally feeds into the Ohio River at Beaver, Pa. 

You will also see on the map, colored in blue, several other artificial reservoirs, 
all of which supply water to the Mahoning. Of these reservoirs, the Berlin 
Reservoir and the Mosquito Creek Reservoir were constructed with Federa 
funds as flood-control projects. The Milton Reseryoir and the Meander Creek 
Reservoir were built by local public authorities as water-supply facilities, and 
principally to serve the city of Youngstown. There are numerous other reser 
voirs in the area, including those of the privately owned Water company chartered 
to serve this part of Ohio. 

My map also shows, in red crosshatching, the locations of three other reser 
voirs Which have been proposed in the past as Federal projects but never finally 
authorized or constructed. These three are the large Grand River Reservoir, 
the comparably large Shenango Reservoir, and finally the Hagle Creek Reservoir 
Any informed person could see from this map alone that one of the principal 
problems involved in any effort to supply a canal between Lake Erie and the 
Ohio River would be the problem of providing a constant supply of water. He 
would also observe that these reservoirs would all contribute to that job, as 
would the four reservoirs Which are already in existence. Tle would also observe 
that the West Branch Reservoir is to all intents and purposes an equivalent of 
the once-proposed Eagle Creek Reservoir. He could not avoid the conclusion 
now urged on you by the Upper Ohio Valley Association that the West Branch 
Reservoir is well calculated to serve the purposes of the business interests and 
others who favor the construction of the Lake Erie and Ohio River Canal 
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However, in preparing to avail myself of this opportunity to appear before 
your committee, I have ignored or tried to ignore this rather obvious relationship 
between the canal project, which Congress has never approved, and the West 
Branch Reservoir project, which is presented for your consideration today. 
Instead of thinking about the canal, I have tried to judge the West Branch project 
on its own merits. My statement is intended to cast light on these questions: 

1. What would be the cost of constructing and maintaining the West 
Branch Reservoir? 

2. What economic vrofits, if any, would the proposed reservoir produce, 
and what would he their value? 

In short, I have examined the question of economic justification, and what 
I have to say is based on a study of that question and on the principle that 
Congress should not and will not authorize the expenditure of public money on 
such an improvement. if it appears that the improvement will never pay for 
itself ; that is, if the money it costs is likely to be more than the money it can save. 

One particular difficulty of any attempt to evaluate the West Branch project 
is the fact that nobody knows just what it is. My study has been based of neces- 
sity on the brief and cursory testimony of Major General Itschner, of the Corps 
of Engineers, and Congressman Wirwan at a hearing held on May 23 before the 
Subcommittee on Flood Control of the Committee on Public Works of the House 
of Representatives. This is the only public record we have been able to discover 
dealing with the subject and, as far as we know, the only public record on which 
you can act or refuse to act. 

At the hearing on May 23, Congressman Kirwan gave no information about 
the West Branch Reservoir which could be of any use to an engineer. Instead, 
he was able only to urge the House committee to approve the project on grounds 
which now appear to have had no validity from un engineering or economic 
standpoint. Major General Titschner conceded that the project was, by any 
ordinary standard, far from ripe for congressional action. The Corps of Engi- 
neers had been authorized to make a survey and report on the West Branch 
Reservoir by a resolution passed by the House of Representatives at the insist- 
ence of Congressman Kirwan on January 6, 1955. By May 23, 1956, although 
the original appropriation had been exhausted, the work of making the survey 
and preparing the report was less than half finished, and at this session Congress 
has been asked to appropriate an additional $28,500 to provide for the comple- 
tion of the survey during the present fiscal year. Thus, in his testimony of 
May 23, Major General Itschner said that the report of the engineers could not 
be finished until the latter part of 1956. 

It is true that General Itschner testified that “although the dam spillway had 
not been completely designed, enough work has been done so ‘we’ know the 
approximate costs. will be $14 million.” But, as we and others have often 
observed in the past, preliminary cost estimates made by the Corps of Engineers, 
even after complete surveys, have habitually proved much lower than fina! 
expenditures for waterway improvements, and therefore I think it fair to assume 
that this $14 million figure is extremely rough, extremely conservative, and 
almost certain to prove inadequate if the dam and reservoir are ever authorized 
and built. 

As an indication of the accuracy of cost estimates submitted to the Congress 
at the time of authorization, I have here 41 estimates, as well as final costs of 
the projects. All are waterways projects of the Corps of Engineers. The total 
of the estimates submitted was $350,567,448. The estimated cost of the work 
when completed is $1,368,969,229. If the proposed West Branch project, the 
cost of which is not estimated but only approximated, is increased by an amount 
as great as the average of these—390 percent—the cost will be not $14 million 
but $54,600,000. There is no reason, with which we are familiar, to expect this 
particular project to prove an exception. 

General Itschner did not dignify the $14 million figure even so much as by 
calling it an estimate. As a result, you are being asked today to authorize the 
expenditure of $14 million, without any cost estimate and without any reliable 
testimony whatsoever of the ultimate cost of this project. I would like to say, 
however, and I am sure you will agree, that if it is once started, and if the 
$14 million is spent, this project will be completed regardless of its cost to the 
Federal Government. Nevertheless, it is hard to imagine why the Senate should 
be called upon to approve this kind of pig-in-a-poke, under the circumstances of 
this case. 

In contrast, it is easy to understand why no estimate of costs has been sub- 
mitted or can be submitted at the present time. As far as can be determined, 
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no core-drill samples have been taken to determine where the dam could 
safely be constructed. No plans for the dam have been completed. There are 
no plans for highway or bridge relocations, which must be extensive. None of 
the property needed for the dam and reservoir has been appraised or even fully 
identified. 

These are all parts of the work for which the Corps of Engineers are now 
asking (or perhaps have obtained) an additional appropriation of $28,500. They 
are parts of the survey which was commenced early in 1955 and which is 
not more than half completed today. Until all this preliminary work is done, 
no reputable engineer would present a cost estimate. 

General Itschner’s $14 million figure is evidently based upon certain calcula- 
tions Which were included for comparative purposes in the Corps of Engineers’ 
February 12, 1954 report on the Mahoning-Grand River diversion project, a 
flood-control project which the engineers reported unfavorably in December 
1954. The 1954 report emphasized the preliminary character of its own figures 
respecting West Branch by explaining that they were based on quadrangle maps 
of the United States Geological Survey. These are small-scale maps for this 
purpose; the scale is about 1 mile to the inch, and the contour interval is 20 feet. 
The calculations were made without the benefit of subsurface investigations, 
and of course, as the need for the $53,500 survey now under way will suggest, 
there were no plans or surveys. 

The estimated cost of the West Branch Reservoir projected at that time, 
and on this admittedly uncertain data, was $12,226,500. When adjusted for 
today’s prices, this figure would approximate $14 million. This is the figure used 
by General Itschner in his presentation to the House subcominittee on May 25 
of this year. Its use and the chance of any other data causes us to believe that 
General Itschner is relying on what was from the beginning an extremely rough 
estimate, as the sole basis for his support of the West Branch project, and in 
particular for his calculation that the benefit-cost ratio would be 1.14 to 1. 

We have recomputed that benefit-cost figure. Since nobody has any more cur- 
rent information, we have used the data shown in the 1954 diversion report, and 
evidently used by Genera! Itschner. Due to lack of time and for ease in 
reference, the figures used in the 1954 report have not been increased to current 
cost levels. Since the problem is one of mathematical proportions and since 
we have treated costs and benefits alike, this failure to “‘factor-up” the 1954 
figures cannot affect materially the validity of our conclusion. 

The average annual costs of the West Branch Reservoir, using basic cost and 
maintenance figures from the 1954 diversion report, would be as follows: 


. Estimated first cost $12, 226, 500 


2. Interest during construction at 5 percent ; Re 306, 000 


3. Gross investment 532, 500 


ededany 


Interest (3 percent of $12,532,500) 375, 975 


~ ot, 


. Amortization (3 percent interest) 0.886 percent of $12,331,500___-_ 109, 25: 


“aon + yA 


Maricensnce and Gperation costs... 44, 673 


Total : io 529, 900 


The average annual benefits from construction of the West Branch Reser- 
voir, according to the 1954 diversion report, would be as follows: 


| 
Total bene- | 
fits, Berlin | Berlin, Mos-| Difference 
and Mos- quito and | equals con- 
| quito Reser- | West Branch | tribution for 
voirs (exist- | Reservoirs | West Branch 
ing projects 


Flood control i ae ae $2,398,800 | $2, 704, 800 | $306, 000 
Pollution abatement nekee ae Ee Rees 225, 800 | 288, 800 | 63, 000 
Industrial water supply-_------- disses 962, 500 1, 073, 500 | 111, 000 


3,587,100 | 4, 067, 100 480, 000 





The computed benefit-cost ratio, using the Corps of Engineers’ own figures, 
and dividing the benefits of $480,000 by the cost of $529,900, is therefore not 1.14 
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to 1 but 0.90 to 1. Since it is less than unity, this figure shows that the project 
is not economically justified. 

That conclusion, of course, would be sufficient to command the rejection of the 
West Branch project. But that is not the whole story; for if the 1954 caleula 
tions be examined, it will immediately become clear that flood-control benefits 
ind other benefits—were grossly overstated in the 1954 report. 

As to flood-control benefits, this can be shown by comparing the 1954 figures 
with estimates in other Corps of Engineers’ reports prepared in recent years on 
\iahoning Valley projects. Asa result of our own studies of various reports and 
ligures, made during several years, we are satisfied that the 1954 report multiplied 
possible flood damages, and so estimated flood-control benefits. 

The Mahoning River was in minor flood on three occasions during the period 
1946 through 15% > uname. May vs, 1946, June 3, 1947, and January 27, 1952. 
(‘sing the flood damage curves contained in the 1954 diversion report, the flood 
henetits to the Mahoning Valley, credited to Berlin and Mosquito Reservoirs for 
these 3 floods, amounted to $17,353,000. But an official publication issued by 
the division office of the Corps of Engineers at Cincinnati, entitled “Water Re- 
sources Develonment, by the Corps of Engineers, in Ohio” dated January 1, 
195°, credited Berlin and Mosquito Reservoirs with flood-control benefits total 
ing $3,280,000 trom the date of their completion in 1944 until the date of the 
report in January 1953. We think it conservative to accept the ratio of 17,353,000 
divided by 3,280,000 equals 5.3 as a measure of the extent by which flood benefits 
are overstated in the t54 Giversion report. On that basis we would substitute 
for the engineers’ $306,000 which I gave you a minute ago a flood damage saving 
of about $58,000. 

The 1954 report contained other overstatements. For example, it overstated 
the prospective benefits from pollution abatement and industrial water supply. 
A basic fallacy in the calculation was the assumption that these benefits should 
be based on the increase above the minimum assured flow, for the driest cycle 
of years on record, rather than on the increase in normal beneficial flow. Thus, 
the 1954 report completely disregarded the actual average beneficial flows which, 
for the period of 1946 to 1951, are indicated to be some 45 to 50 percent greater, 
by actual flow records, than the assured minimum. The principle that average 
unnual beneficial flows should be used for this purpose is one which must be 
recognized by any competent hydrologist. 

Exhibits [ and II, attached, are curves prepared from benefit values shown in 
the 1954 diversion report for various flows. These curves clearly demonstrate 
that if the increase in beneficial flows, rather than in the assured minimum flows, 
be nsed in computing low-flow benefits, the construction of the West Branch 
Reservoir will not increase low-flow benefits by more than $25,000 for pollution 
abatement. or by imore than $78,000 for all industrial water supply items, except 
only that of “reduced maintenance, repair, and replactment.” This last has been 
purposely omitted, as we believe the alleged benefits to be so illusory and insub- 
stantial as to afford no basis for giving them any value. 

As a result of our extensive investigation of the estimates of benefits in the 
14 diversion report, which are equally applicable to this project—investigations 
which led to the conclusions I have just given you—we are convinced that the 
actual benefits from construction of the West Branch Reservoir would be no 
larger than the following: 


Our estimate of additional benefits, West Branch Reservoir 


Flood control Beenie sen ie ress ; S5S, 000 
Pollution abatement—___ _- 2 ao . 795, OOO 


Industrial water supply ; > 78, 000 


Total . shies tse Boss abe 7 161, 000 


1 See exhibit I. 
2 See exhibit II. 


Using this realistic $161,000 as the value of annual benefits and the Army 
engineers’ annual cost of $529,900 results in the development of the extremely 
unfavorable benefit-cost ratio of 0.30 to 1, 

It shonld also be noted that approximately 65 percent of these benefits 
thar is $103,000 out of the $161,000—are strictly local, in the form of pollution 
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atement and in improvements of industrial water supply Under existin 
iw these things must be paid for by the local municipalities 
ot by the Federal Government. 
Of course, What my figures mean is that the Mahoning Valley and the Youngs 
wn district presently enjoy a relatively high degree of flood protection. ¢ 
ly to an engineer it appears that they should. The existing Berlin, Milt 
nd Mosquito Reservoirs presently control 41% percent of 
bove Youngstown, and by reserving a portion of Meander Reservoir for floo 
ntrol, this percentage could be increased to 51 percent without any addition 
nstruction. Compare this with the presently controlled area of 28 percent 
above Pittsburgh and 19 percent above Wheeling. Consider it in the light of 


he fact that even when the master flood-control plan to provide 10 dams al 
Pittsburgh is completed, probably many vears from now, the total area contro! 
will be only 390 percent, or considerably less than Youngstown has today 

And as a matter of history, bearing out what you could expect from all this, 
the Mahoning Valley has enjoyed freedom from damaging 
long the Ohio River. 

This can be illustrated in a number of ways. For example: 

1. Since 1910, Wheeling has had 33 floods, averaging 6 feet above flood st 
vhile Youngstown has had 20, averaging 2 feet above flood stage. 

2. An examination of the floods occurring at Wheeling and Youngstown during 
the period of 1910 to 1936, which was prior to construction of the flood-reservoir 
system above Wheeling, indicates the number of floods at Wheeling would have 
been reduced approximately 55 percent by the present system of reservoirs, 
While the number of floods at Youngstown would have been reduced by S55 
percent. 

Further indications that the danger of floods should never be of serious 
oneern to the Youngstown district are 

(@) In their canal report of August 1947, the Corps of Engineers proposed 

summit pool elevation at Youngstown of S45 feet above sea level, which is 
6% feet higher than the accepted flood-damage level of 858.5 at Bridge Street 

n Youngstown. 

(6) An editorial in the Youngstown Vindicator of June 10, 1948, stated in 
part: “The only danger from high waters at that time (flood of December 142) 
came from swollen Mosquito Creek—now this also is to be dammed, giving the 
valley what engineers predict will be 100 percent protection in the future.” The 
Mosquito Creek Dam has since been completed. 

(¢c) Mr. Purnell, then president of the Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co., and 
a local authority on waterway projects, said at ground-breaking ceremorties 
of the Mosquito Creek Dam on July 25, 19438, in part: “We have mentioned how 
valuable these additional reservoirs (Berlin and Mosquito Creek) are for flood 
control. I think we all can feel well satisfied that with the proper operation 
of these reservoirs the Mahoning Valley need not be concerned seriously with 
any future flood situation.” 

(d@) An editorial in the Youngstown Vindicator of July 25, 1945, stated in 
part: “Now the United States Army engineers tell us that they will have the 
lew dam (Mosquito Creek) completed this fall and the valley should then be 
free from disastrous floods for all time.” 

It is a fact that since 1943, although there have been seasons of severely 
damaging floods in other parts of the country, there has been no significant 
damage which resulted from any flood of the Mahoning River. This corrobo 
rates our conclusion that the West Branch project is not needed to control 
floods. And if you have been troubled by the great discrepancy between my 
estimate of annual flood control of only $58,000 and the Corps of Engineers’ 
estimate of $306,000—if you think we are bold in our challenge of the corps’ 
figure, you should observe that the corps itself has published figures on the same 
point which vary much more widely—that it has not hesitated to challenge or 
abandon its own benefit figures. 

For example, you might compare the flood-damage estimates contained re- 
spectively in the 1950 and 1954 reports of the district engineer in the Grand 
River Reservoir diversion project. As statements of the damage which would 
result from a recurrence of the 1913 flood at Youngstown under natural stream 
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conditions and without any protection, the two reports presented the following 
highly discrepant figures: 


Mahoning River Valley 


SS — ee ope 
| 


1950 value 


| Reportof | adjusted to 


| 

| 

| Feb. 3, 1950 June 1953 
| costs 














i | $4,205,950} $5,200,000 | $43, 881,00 
Cee el a ae | 310, 275 382, 000 | 3, 676, 80 
amen debdad leas 33 551, 600 | 630, 000 | 2, 857, 701 
a ae 5 ee 20, 685 | 25, 500 | 3, 600 
a 48, 265 | 5, 500 205, 00 
Railroads ; 3 Sn a ee ae eae 1, 103, 200 1, 360, 000 | 2, 535, 000 
Public properties and highways_...........-.---- 103, 425 | 127, 000 | 5, 783, 500 
Miscellaneous. __...-..-..-.-- ee AN Bee ees 551. 600 | O08 fh secincicass. 

a a a 6, 895, 000 | 8, 514, 000 58, 760, 000 








The great difference between $8,514,000 and $58,760,000, cannot be attributed 
to new developments, or explained by any statement that the 1954 figure is based 
on a more accurate survey of potential damages. The estimates in both reports 
were presented as firm, and both were intended to support congressional author- 
ity for construction of the Mahoning River improvement projects. 

This last is not a reflection upon the good faith of the 2 district engineers 
who obtained 2 such completely different answers to the same question. In 
stead, it means principally that the engineers’ estimates of the kind presented 
here in support of waterway projects such as this West Branch project are not 
as reliable as they appear to be. The discrepancy just noticed, between the 
$8 million and the $58 million, is only one of countless similar cases. 

For another example, in an official publication issued by the division office of 
the Corps of Engineers at Cincinnati on January 1, 1953 the actual costs and 
benefits of the Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reservoirs after 8 full years opera- 
tion, were stated as follows: 

“The estimated total costs of the projects, all Federal are—Berlin, $6,291,000, 
completed for use in 1943; Mosquito, $4,035,400, completed for use in 1944. 

To date they have provided flood-control benefits amounting to—Berlin, 
$2,400,000 ; Mosquito, $880,000; total, $3,280,000.” 

Now I would like you to compare this statement of actual savings (not only in 
the Mahoning Valley but all the way to New Orleans) with the comparable 
figure calculated from the curves given by the 1954 report now relied on by Gen- 
eral Itschner. 

During the 8-year period from 1945 through 1952, there were 3 significant floods 
in the Mahoning Valley namely, those of May 28, 1946, June 3, 1947, and January 
27, 1952. According to charts in the 1954 report of the engineers, the damages 
done by these 3 floods in the Mahoning Valley should have amounted to $21,- 
483,000 under natural stream conditions. Under the 1954 report’s curves, the 
existing Berlin and Mosquito Reservoirs were credited with reducing the al- 
leged damages by $17,353,000 as shown in the following table: 











Youngstown gage Flood damages 
5 cade Ah abs ibcaisah ened tee ciabatieseees tees et Indicated 
benefits to 
Equivalent Actual Natural Actual Berlin and 
natural gage gage gage gage Mosquito 


height ! height! | height? height 2 









cee ewl 


14.16 | 8, 770, 000 1, 220, 000 $7, 550, 000 





18. 50 

Scan nies 13. 35 10.51 | 2, 193, 000 582, 000 1, 611, 000 

RR cere cin epeceivns 17, 52 13.62 | 10,520,000 | 2,328,000 | 8, 192, 000 
iit Se ae Bo as ae _..{ 21,483,000 | 4,130,000 | 17,353, 000 





1 Taken from the 1954 report of the district engineer. 

2 Based on the direct flood-damage curves for Youngstown and Warren districts in the 1954 report, with 
percent iges added in accordance with the district engineer’s practice to reflect indirect damages and land 
enhancement but no percentage added for future development which would further increase the direct 
benefits by about 17 percent. 
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Observe the discrepancy between this $17,353,000 of benefits claimed by the 
1954 report for the credit of the Berlin and Mosquito Reservoirs for these 3 
minor floods in the Mahoning Valley, with the $3,280,000 of benefits for exactly 
the same thing, shown in the division engineer’s report of January 1953 
already referred to. The latter report covers the same period of time and 
includes not only benefits to the Mahoning Valley but also to the Beaver, Ohio, 
and Mississippi Valleys in addition. One figure is 430 percent of the other; 
and the percentage would be much greater if the $17,353,000 were increased 
by the benefits attributed to the Beaver and Ohio Valleys in the 1954 report. 

In the face of such facts, I cannot believe that the Senate would take at fuce 
value any of the estimates of benefits contained in the 1954 diversion report. 
Cheir lack of validity is further borne out by a comparison of flood damages tore- 
casted for a particular flood stage at Youngstown, taken from charts in the 
1954 diversion report, with what were actually reported in the local news- 
paper when a flood of that magnitude occurred. Since the Vindicator, the prin- 
ipal local paper, has been a most consistent and ardent advocate of all water- 
way projects recommended for Youngstown by the Corps of Engineers, and 
has missed no opportunity to trumpet the alleged need for additional flood con- 
trol in the Mahoning Valley, it may be presumed conclusively that this news- 
paper has not played down any flood damage which has in fact occurred in the 
Mahoning Valley. On this subject the files of the Vindicator are revealing. 

Take, for example, reports concerning the flood of January 25, 1937, con- 
‘eded to be the highest since 1913. During that flood the river crested at 14.02 
feet at Youngstown and 8.06 feet in Warren. According to the district engineer's 
1954 flood-damage curves for Youngstown and Warren, damages from a recur- 
rence of this flood would amount to about $3,970,000. One would expect to find 
quite an account of such a flood in the Vindicator. But what do we find? 
rhe issue of January 25 carried this headline: “Record flood on Mahoning drives 
out families—Damages stores—Industries appear safe.” 

The text of this issue included the following: “Sheet & Tube reported that 
safety measures resulted in temporary suspensions of open-hearth plant, prin- 
cipally because of the backing up of sewers. Republic Steel Corp. banked No. 
t furnace at Lansingville plant for 1 night as a safety measure, and closed a 
plate mill, account water backing up in motor pits, but operations were ready 
to resume later in the day.” This was no disaster. Inconvenience, yes; but not 
much more. 

Of the 1937 flood, the Vindicator further reported: “A crest at Carnegie Ohio 
Works of 15 feet, which is 9.7 feet higher than the crest of the March 1936 flood ; 
uo danger anticipated at either their Ohio or McDonald works; Ohio Edison 
plant at Lowellville not affected; Crab Creek again flooded basements of houses 
and reached first-floor level at the Youngstown Boiler & Tube Co. plant; Hast 
Federal Street had some wet cellars; the Bancroft Avenue School Building 
along Mill Creek sustained some flood damage.” All of this is far from a flood of 
disaster proportions. 

This same issue contained many pictures of the contemporaneous flood along 
the Ohio River, but the local flood scenese were of houses still inhabited and «f a 
railroad with water just over the ties, but not over the rails. 

There is no record of any serious damage done by the Mahoning River by this 
flood, which did much damage along other waterways early in 1937. The only 
damage reported in the Youngstown district occurred from flooded small trib- 
utaries, including such things as the flooding of basements along Crab Creek, 
damage to the plant of Youngstown Boiler & Tube Co., also located along Crab 
Creek approximately one-half mile upstream from its mouth, and damage to 
Bancroft School located in the vicinity of Mill Creek upstream from Idora 
Park and some 3 miles from the Mahoning River. 

Following this same line of investigation, we have examined the Vindicator 
necounts of what were the five greatest floods in the Mahoning Valley since 
1913. It is very evident that damages from these floods have been limited 
almost wholly to the flooding of basements by the overflow from tributary 
streams, or the backing up of water in inadequate sewer systems. This is a kind 
of flood damage which will continue to occur regardless of the degree of flood 
control in the Mahoning River proper. The specific references to damage done 
by the Mahoning River concern the flow of water into a few store basements 
on Bridge Street in Youngstown, the basements of homes in the Flats at Warren, 
the motor pits of the Republic Steel Co. bar mill, and the pits under the open- 
hearth furnaces of the Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co.’s Campbell plant. 
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In short, from the historical record, it is plain that the total damages whic! 
have resulted from floods of the Mahoning River proper, in 48 years 
1913, have been trifling; and that the damage curves used by the district engi 
neer, indicating that these damages should have run into many millions « 
dollars, are examples of the ridiculous results which can come of a too credu 
lous reliance upon imposing graphs and tables. 

One other matter which deserves the attention of an engineer in my positio 
here, is the assertion that the temperature of the Mahoning River at and below 
Youngstown is intolerably high. Congressman Kirwan voiced this idea at 
hearing before the House committee on May 23, 1956, and it is a familiar oi 
which has been advanced determinedly by the Youngstown advocates of thi 
canal and Mahoning flood-control projects and the Vindicator as their spokes 
man. 


Sie 





There was a time, it is true, when the temperatures of the river were excessive, 
but since the flow has been increased by the operation of the Berlin and Mosquit: 
Creek Reservoirs the complaint has lacked any real force, as I think our studies 
will convince you. 

The suinmer and fall of 1953 was an extremely dry period. During this period, 
industrial activity was at a very high level. These are the circumstances to 
create a condition of higher than average temperatures in the Mahoning River 
But the 1953 annual brochure of the Youngstown Chamber of Commerce, in re 
porting on the Mahoning-Grand River Floodway and Reservoir, stated in part 
“* * * The water week as determined by the United States Corps of Army En 
gineers, which ended October 21, 1953, was the 20th consecutive week during 
which the temperature of the Mahoning River at Youngstown averaged betwee: 
98° and 100° F. The Youngstown water temperature averaged 35° higher than 
the natural river water temperature at Levittsburg, Ohio. The daily flow at 
Youngstown during this water week averaged 257 million gallons against a daily 
pumpage of 1,537,455,000 gallons showing that the water had been reused upward 
of six times. A river water supply such as we now have in Youngstown is into! 
erable.” 

No doubt this sounds like a formidable complaint. However, temperatures of 
the range specified—between 93 and 100° F.—are common in river waters in the 
summer, particularly in steel producing areas in which river water is used to coo! 
inanufacturing facilities and then discharged back into the stream. 

The Monongahela River at Pittsburgh is a much larger river than the Mahon 
ing. Its drainage area is eight times that of the Mahoning at Youngstown. There 
is also a heavy concentration of industry along the Monongahela’s lower reaches 
We have records of the temperatures of the Monongahela River near the Poin! 
at Pittsburgh, several miles below the nearest steel plant, taken for part of the 
20 weeks’ period referred to in the complaint of the Youngstown Chamber of 
Commerce, just quoted, namely, from June 16 through September 15, 1953. The 
average monthly temperatures were—June 16 to 30, 89° F. The weekly averages 
for this same period varied from 87° to 93° F., and in individual weeks exceeded 
0° during each of the months examined. 

if you will compare these averages of 87° to 93° F. for the Monongahela River 
at Pittsburgh with those of 93 to 100° F. reported by the Youngstown Chambe) 
of Commerce as prevailing in the Mahoning at Youngstown during this same pe 
riod, you will see that there was a temperature differential of only 6° or 7° be- 
tween the 2 rivers during the summer and fall of 1953. I think you will see also 
that the temperatures in the Mahoning are not nearly the oddity the public has 
come to consider them to be, and that the steel plants located above Youngstown 
very probably enjoy the use of cooler water than do steel plants along many parts 
of the Monongahela River. The impression of intolerable water conditions in 
the Mahoning River at Youngstown, now firmly planted in the minds of the pub- 
lic, is an illustration of the power of the press to inculcate errors through their 
constant repetition in large type. 

In your judgment of this matter, you should keep in mind the fact that the 
present rather extravagant use of the Mahoning River water to cool steel-manu 
facturing equipment shows of itself and beyond any question that the present 
supply of water is adequate for the purpose. When they find that they have over 
taxed the natural supply, the Youngstown steel manufacturers can install thei! 
own water-cooling equipment. This has been done by large steel works in many 
parts of the country, and at one of the larger works in the Youngstown district. 

Finally, in the course of our study of the facts of this matter, I have noticed 
the peculiar position of the question of local contributions. In his testimony of 
May 23, 1956, Generali Itschner appeared to assume as a matter of principle that 
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e local interests should be called upon to pay for 
project not derived and justitied by the need for 
specific, General Itschner said: 

‘Local interests would be expected to contribute for the values whicl 
receive froi the low-flow augmentation and they have indicated they are willin 
o contribute the amount required to compensate the Federal Government for this 
portion of the project. We do not know at this time how much that would be, bu 
it would be somewhere in the vicinity of 40 to GO percent of the entire cost of the 
project, which I stated was about $14 million.” 

On the basis of General Itschner’s estimates of benefits, this would distribute 
the benefits of the project as follows, as between Federal flood control and non 
Federal other purposes : 


General Itschner's estimates of ber 


Tt i] Flood control 


cal 

Pollution control 
Industrial water supply 
Improved land use 


This would mean in turn that under the statutes and the regulations of the 
executive branch of the Government, and under General Itschner’s formula 
Which seems to echo the statutes and regulations, the project should net be 
wuthorized unless and until the “local interests” have committed themselves to 
pay at least 40 percent of its cost. 

I say “at least” deliberately, of course, because IT am convinced that there is 
no economic justification for the West Branch Reservoir as a Federal project 
Problems of sewage disposal and local water supply have thus far been left for 
solution by the local people. But in all the records I have seen, there is nothing 
to show that any local interest is committed to pay any part of the cost of this 
project. 

My conclusion, from all of the studies to which I have referred today, 
follows: 

1. The present system of public and private reservoirs affords Youngstown 
today relatively excellent protection against floods, and a distinctly superior 
supply of water for all present and prospective domestic purposes. If industrial 
water supply is not now Satisfactory this is due wholly to the failure of the area 
to furnish sewage treatment facilities and the reluctance of mills to install 
closed systems. 

2. When the current survey of the project by the Corps of Engineers is com 
pleted, under the recent appropriations, and a sound report is made, it is im 
possible to believe that the report can show any economic justification far the 
West Branch Reservoir. Instead, Il am sure, any sound report will show that no 
liood of the Mahoning River has caused any material damage since the pro 
vision of the Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reservoirs, and that no serious damage 
could be prevented by the West Branch Reservoir. 

3. The only now existing “estimates” of the cost of the West Branch project 
and of the benefits it would produce, being those taken from district engineer's 
report of December 1954, on the Grand River Reservoir project, and used by 
General Itschner at the House committee hearing of May 23, 1956, were only 
rough approximations when they were made and are totally unrealistic and 
unreliable, 

4. If the reservoir were authorized and built, it would, according to past 
experience in such matters, cost much more than the amount predicted today. 

5. There is nothing in the present situation of any interested party which 
would appear to an engineer like myself to afford any legitimate reason for 
hasty approval of this project by Congress. On the contrary, every engineering 
and economic consideration suggests strongly that under all present circum- 
stances, this West Branch Reservoir proposal should be rejected here. 








S42 - WMOLs9NNGY YY Morty 7enWNY “9A 





1 F aS vy oe 
+t at 4 


9 
8 
N 


FLOOD CONTROL 
SLISIN IG 8 ne 


9 
ONYS NOM, 8 


RIVERS AND HARBORS 
° 
S 


§ sxer70g 


~ 





CONTROL 


~ 
— 
“ 
-— 
LD 
-- 
oe 
a 
~ 
~ 
os 
= 
< 
o 
_ 


AND 


RIVERS 


7 eel in 
meng Wy 4TH sRON A 
*» Tin t 


| cae Lite 


‘eek a+ 


Li hceicsaiadared ated tiles cessed 


pl 21 4 ao" Leasry ar. LOM, ‘ 


; pis wo8q Was NMONS| TROT eS 


wa tosonspe SO Sorry wr “Ne 


ieee 


eee it, 986 
ler a th Ome 
dh ae he 


an 


nnn 





S 


9 
92 
9 
~ 


W 


AVYLIN 


17 


81980—56 








250 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 






























Senator Kerr. I am extremely sorry that limitations of time were 
such that you could not give it all. 
Mr. Hearp. You have been very kind and we appreciate it. 
Senator Kerr. Now, you have another witness / 


Mr. Hearp. John C. Bane. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. BANE, JR., COUNSEL FOR UPPER OHIO 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Bane. I have here several copies of an extension of Mr. Heard’s 
remarks and several copies of an extension of General Breene’s re- 
marks. These are the complete statements. 

Senator Kerr. They have already been received in the record. 

Mr. Bane. I also have several copies of the report of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, discrediting 

Senator Kerr. I believe that Mr. Heard has already asked that that 
report be filed with the record and that has been taken care of. 

Mr. Bane. I have also several copies of our statement that we filed 
quite unsuccessfully with the House Subcommittee on Flood Control. 

Senator Kerr. If you want to file it for the record, you may do so. 

Mr. Bane. I think Mr. Heard has offered to the chairman of the 
committee a copy of the list of the members of our Upper Ohio Valley 
Association. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will take about 2 minutes, I think, instead 
of the 5 that Mr. Heard asked for me. 

I think the essence of General Breene’s statement here is that there 
is no occasion for building this reservoir as a matter of flood control. 
I think that was corrobor: ated rather strongly by Congressman Kir- 
wan here this morning, that the only place left to build a reservoir 
on land higher than Youngstown in that watershed is this little basin 
where this reservoir would be. Of course, what that means is that 
Youngstown is on a rather high part of the territory out there and 
that is absolutely true, as you can see from the map. It is not down 
in the valley like Pittsburgh. Therefore, if you dam every stream 
above Youngstown, there would not be any water at all except what 
you lei through. 

There are dams in most of the streams that lie at higher elevations at 
Youngstown and the result is that there is very little opportunity for 
any flood to happen and the fact is that there has been no serious 
flood damage since they built the Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reser- 
voirs. 

As General Breene points out in detail, at the time those reservoirs 
were built, they were hailed by Congressman Kirwan and his con- 
stituents and the canal advocates as having ended for all time the 
danger of floods at Youngstown. 

In the House committee, there was no report of the engineers and, 
as a result, no report of the Bureau of the Budget and, of course, none 
of the States because there is nothing to give the Bureau of the Budget 
or the States to consider. 

The engineers were called in rather hurriedly at a time when their 
study of ‘this matter was less than half finished and they probably 
did the very best they could, but with that, the highest margin of 
economic justific ation was 1.14 to 1.0. They did that by charging a 
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little more than half of the cost of the projects to flood control, a part 
of it to industrial water supply, and a part to the prevention of pollu- 
\ion of the river. The last two being of course things that the people 
of Youngstown would normally pay for themselves. 

They are not like Senator Stennis’ people who live on a thousand 
dollars per year. If there is any municipality that could pay for its 
own sewage plant, Youngstown could do it. If you recompute the 
figures as General Breene has done, st: aking the reputation of his firm, 
. distinguished firm of engineers, on the accuracy of his figures, and 
he said he is ready to st and questions on it whenever it is called for, 
the economic justification drops back at once from the engineers’ own 
calculations from 1.14 to 1.0 to 90 cents on the dollar or less, and if 
you take General Breene’s computation to the end, you will find that 
{ _~ a way below 50 cents on the dollar. 

, it becomes impossible economically to build this particular reser 
voir. That alone would condemn it, but let me say that with a situation 
like that, with a project of as doubtful merit as this one, there is no 
reason Why you should abandon the principle of 40 years, that this 
committee and the Senate would not act in the dark, that they will have 
1 report of the Army engineers before they can accept or reject the 
project, and that they will have the opinion of the Bureau of the 
Budget. Also, that they will acquire the affected States to be con 
sulted. 

If you adopt this project here today, you have undone all those 
things and have set a terrible precedent for the future. I do not see 
any reason advanced today why you should do it. 

It is true, at the time he mee to the House, Congressman Kirwan 
definitely thought that the General Motors’ plant at Lordstown de- 
pended on this ] project. But, it is plainly not true and he abandoned 
that today. 

We urge on you that you amend the bill, as I think it will be passed 
by the House, to eliminate the section referring to the West Branch 
Reservoir project. 

I thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

Are there any questions 

Mr. Hearp. That is our case and we certainly are grateful for the 
time and consideration you have given us. 

Senator Kerr. We are grateful to you for bringing us this infor- 
mation. 

We will recess until2:15. I might say it is our hope we will be able 
to hear all the ‘aiid this afternoon, even though we may be in 
terrupted, if those who are interested have the physical endurance to 
stay here. The chairman will stay here with you until you get through. 

OW hereupon, at 1 p. m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene at 
2:15 p.m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Kerr. The chairman announced this morning that after 
lunch he would take up the matter in which Senator Dworshak was 
interested. 

I see our good friend Senator Thye is here, too. What is the prob- 
lem in which you are interested, Senator Thye? 
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Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, I have two projects on which I would 
like to make very brief statements, and I will make them very brief 


because I know how ver y, very pressed you are for time. 
Senator Kerr. All right, thank you, Senator. Proceed. 





STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. THYE, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Senator Tyr. Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate the kindness and 
cooperation of you and the other committee members for granting me 
the opportunity to present this statement concerning the U pper Har- 
bor project at St. Anthony Falls on the Mississippi River at Minne- 
apolis, Minn. 

This well-known project would give Minneapolis a first-class harbor 
above St. Anthony Falls. This project gained the approval of the 
Board of Review for Rivers and Harbors, Corps of Engineers, at the 
meeting of the Board on June 19, 1956. Prior to that time, the proj- 
ect had been approved by distr ict and division engineers. This pro}- 
ect was first authorized by Congress in the River and Harbor Act of 
1937 

C See of the project was begun in 1948 and the work on the 
lower dock and dam is 82 percent complete. The cost of work already 
undertaken and to complete the lower lock and dam is $11,052,000 to 
the Federal Government and $1,509,000 to local interests. The esti- 
mated cost of the work remaining to complete the extension is $21,- 
504,000. Of this amount, the cost to the Federal Government will be 
$19,893,000 and to the local interests $1,611,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that this committee can approve this project. 
The Appropriations Committee has given consideration to it, and we 
did agree to make available $400,000 for this year’s appropriation that 
the engineers might proceed with the project as to installations below 
the St. Anthony Falls, because they are 82 percent complete. 

Real river navigation will not serve the real purpose until such time 
as the locks are in and we are able to or iginate above the falls and raise 
up to the real heart of the business section and the industrial section 
of Minneapolis where we have sufficient land to make possible a dock. 
Below the falls yeu have a very narrow ledge along the river, and it is 
utterly impossible to make a harbor to serve any shipping on that 

ledge for the city of Minneapolis and the regions ‘above Minneapolis, 
such as the Northwest, going into the Dakotas, for reasons that you 
couldn't have a harbor facility. 

The ledge is too narrow, and if you tried to construct above on the 
upper regions of that area there, you would be too far above the river 
and you would have to lift everything to that great height from the 
river up above the lime rock ledge; so, for that reason, to serve the 
actual need of river transportation, the lock will have to be put in to 
permit navigation into the upper regions and to serve the industrial 
section of Minnexpolis. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement relative to the St. 
Anthony Falls project on the Mississippi River. 

Senator Kerr. At this point, I woul put in a statement by Senator 
Humphrey with respect to the St. Anthony Falls project: also the 
letter written by you to the chairman of the committee on June 28, 
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1956, concerning this project, Senator Thye, and also the review report 
for navigation, St. Anthony Falls, Minneapolis, Minn. 
(The matters referred to are as follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
July 17, 1996 
lion. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: The Committee on Public Works has now been informed thit 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on June 19, 1956, recommended 
that the project on the Mississippi River at St. Anthony Falls, Minneapolis 
Minn., be completed substantially as originally authorized by the Congress on 
\ugust 26, 1937. 

You will recall that the engineers had been requested to review the project 
by action of the House Committee on Public Works in August 1954. 

An independent survey and estimate of the benefits to be gained from the upper 
harbor, conducted by the city of Minneapolis and the Minneapolis Chamber of 
Commerce, based on new information received from grain, coal, and mineral 
aggregates shippers and consumers in the area, reported this year a benetfit-to 
cost ratio of 1.55 on the entire project, and 2.53 on the work remaining to be done 
on the project. Firm estimates by representatives of the Minneapolis Grain 
Exchange, the city of Minneapolis, and the Minnesota Motér Transportation 
\ssociation arrived at a predicted annual movement of grain through the uppe 
harbor of a million tons. Similar estimates by coal users and shippers produced 
the figure of 830,000 tons of coal annually. The city engineer of Minneapolis, 
charged with the operation of a tremendous street improvement and highway 
program for the next 15 vears, estimated that 672,000 tons of sand and gravel 
would be brought in through the upper harbor at an annual saving of over 
$500,000, In all, more than 3 million tons per year would be benefited by the 
harbor. 

My own study of the upper harbor, over a period of 10 years, convinces me that 
the 2.53 benefit-to-cost ratio is by far the more realistic figure. Nevertheless, the 
engineers have reviewed the project favorably, and have recommended comple 
tion, finding a favorable ratio of 1.03. 

I wish to point out to the committee that the Board of Engineers, in arriving 
at its benefit-to-cost ratio, disallowed 50 percent of the estimated tonnage of 
grain which the most informed men in the grain business had caleulated—a mil 
lion tons annually to be benefited by the upper harbor of Minneapolis, otherwise 
known as the St. Anthony Falls extension. Thus, the estimate of the engineers 
must be considered as extremely conservative. 

The lower lock and dam of the St. Anthony Falls extension are now over S82 
percent complete, with probable completion sometime in the fall of this vear 
The next step—the construction of the upper lock and dam—should be under 
tuken Without delay. 

I urge the Committee on Public Works to take affirmative action on a resolu 
tion expressing the approval and authorization of the Congress for the necessary 
work to complete the upper lock and dam and asosciated construction of the St 
Anthony Falls extension. 

| would appreciate it if this letter might be made a part of the record of the 
hearing on the St. Anthony Falls extension. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hvuperr H. HUMPHREY 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: I am writing you in an effort to expedite approval by 
your committee of the upper-harbor project at St. Anthony Falls, Minneapolis, 
Minn. 

This well-known project would give Minneapolis a first-class harbor above St. 
Anthony Falls. This project gained the approval of the Board of Review for 
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Rivers and Harbors, Corps of Engineers, at the June 19 meeting of the Boari 
Prior to that meeting the project had been approved by the district and division 
engineers. The project was first authorized by Congress in the River and 
Harbor Act of 1937. 

Construction of the project was commenced in 1948 and the work on the lower 
lock and dam is 82 percent complete. The cost of work already undertaken and 
to complete the lower lock and dam is $10,602,800 to the United States and 
$1,508,800 to local interests. The estimated cost of the total project is $29 mi 
lion to the United States and $2,977,500 to local interests. 

Under normal procedures your committee would not consider this project 
until the Bureau of the Budget had reviewed the project and approved it. How 
ever, in this case time is of the essence. It is necessary that we obtain a sup 
plemental appropriation for this project before the present session adjourns so 
that work of the remaining portion may continue without interruption. 

In view of the approval granted by the Corps of Engineers, the authorization 
for the project in the act of 1937, and the urgency of time, I hereby request that 
your committee take immediate action to approve this project so that we might 
appropriate funds before adjournment. 

Your cooperation in this request is greatly appreciated. 
With kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely yours, 














EpWaRp J. THYE, 
United States Senator. 






















Revirw REPuR’ FOR NAVIGATION, St. ANTHONY FALLS, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 








Location._-Is located in the north central portion of Minneapolis on the Missis 
sippi River. 

Report authorized by—House Public Works Committee resolution, August 17, 
1954. 

Evisting project—The project, as authorized by the River and Harbor Act 
approved August 26, 1937, provides for an extension of 4.6 miles of the 9-foot 
channel above St. Anthony Falls to the Soo Line Railrozd bridge in north 
Minneapolis. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Extend the project above the lower 
Northern Pacific Railway bridge in Minneapolis to delete the existing provision 
for a bridge clearance of 26 feet above the estimated 40,000 cybic feet per second 
stage, and to provide for such vertical clearance at bridges as in the discretion 
of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable. That construction of the author- 
ized extension in the vicinity of St. Anthony Falls, with the project modified as 
above, be completed. 


















Esiimated cost (June 1956 prices) 


| 
Federal Non-Federal Total 











Remaining cost $19, 893, 000 $1, 611, 000 $21, 504, 000 
Total project cost 30, 945, 000 3, 120, 000 34, 065, 000 









Local cooperation.—As stipulated in the existing project. 















Project economics (remaining work) 
Annual charges_ Pt a eee. 5 hi). le 
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ST. ANTHONY FALLS PROJECT 


STATEMENT OF DOSWELL GULLATT, ON BEHALF OF THE 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS 


Mr. Gutiarr. I am Doswell Gullatt. Iam with the Association of 
American Railroads. I would like to offer some testimony for about 
2 or 3 minutes in opposition to the St. Anthony Falls project. 
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Senator Hruska. It will be received at this time and placed in the 
record at that point subsequent to the statement by Senator Thye 
heard earlier this afternoon. 

~ ULLATY. My name is Doswell Gullatt. I am an employee of 

Association ‘of American Railroads in Washington, D.C. 1 ap- 
pear in opposition to the St. Anthony Falls project which is on the 
ipper Mississippi River at Minneapoils, Minn., and I wish to present 
several statements on behalf of the railroads operating in the Minne- 
ipolis area. These same statements were previously presented at 
hearings before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

[ will not attempt to brief these statements, but I do wish to outline 
for the committee the progress of the various hearings held by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on the St. Anthony Falls 
project 

A public hearing was held in Minneapolis on January 16, 1956, at 
which time railroads operating in that area presented their objections 
to the findings of the district engineer and the division engineer in 
their reports. Ata subsequent meeting of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, a nonconvinced statement was issued. In other 
words, as a result of the hearing, the Board was not convinced that a 
satisfactory benefit-cost ratio could be obtained which would justify 
the completion of the project by the expenditure of some $23 million. 

A second public hearing was held on April 24, 1956, in Washington, 
D.C. After some 6 weeks of further investigation, the Board met 
and announced that the Board’s staff had determined that the benefit- 
cost ratio for the completion of the project based upon the full cost of 

approximately $32 million was less than unity, but that the benefit- 

cost ratio based upon the expenditure of some $23 million, which is 
the amount required to complete the project, was 1.03 to 1. This is 
barely in excess of unity. 

The slight margin of the benefit-cost ratio as found by the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors for the otmmapletion of the pro- 
ject, disregarding the money that has previously been spent on this 
work, would seem to indicate that great caution should be exercised 
in authorizing this project and putting it in a status where additional 
funds might be appropriated for its further construction. 

[ note that Senator Thye made an appeal for approval of the 
Minnesota River project today before this committee. This project 
will compete with the St. Anthony Falls project (the so-called Upper 
Harbor project. for Minneapolis). Completion of the Minnesota 
River project with its improvement of navigation will take away cer- 
tain benefits which might have accrued to the U pper Harbor project 
and thus reduce the benefit-cost ratio for the St. Anthony Falls proj- 
ect below unity. 

I would like to urge that the St. Anthony Falls project be disap- 
proved by this committee in view of the indecisive benefit-cost ratio 
and the questionable value of the project to the development of the 
Minneapolis area. 

I would like to submit a statement which consists of a letter to the 
Board of Rivers and Harbors by the railroads in the St. Anthony area, 
and the analysis, which is a detailed analysis of the traffic in the area, 
which was prepared by the operating railroads operating in the Min- 
nesota area. 
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Senator Hruska. They will be received for the files, except those 
parts which can be incorporated into the record. 
(The matter referred to above follows :) 


CHICAGO, ILL., May 14, 1956. 
UNITED STATES ARMY ROARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND Harpors. 
Washington, D.C. 
GENTLEMEN: At the hearing on the St. Anthony Falls navigation project held 


in Washington on April 24, 1956, proponents claimed that there would be a savings 
of $0.80 per ton for 700,000 tons of gravel annually received by barge at the upper 
harbor, if it were built. or in round numbers $500,000 Savings per year. The 
estimate is based on 500,000 tons for ordinary building, street, and highway con 
struction and 172,000 tons for special highway construction on the basis of spend 
ing $20 million per year for that purpose. 

Practically all concrete is furnished from ready-mix plants. The locations of 
such plants in the Minneapolis area are shown on the attached map. There are 
12 of them, of which only one is close to the proposed upper harbor. Most of the 
plants, as you will note. are far to the west and south of the upper harbor and 
located where the great bulk of construction work is going on. That is the direc 
tion in which home building and industries are expanding and will continue to 
expand for a great many years. This territory cannot be served economically 
With aggregates for concrete moving from the upper harbor. Long transporta 
tion distances would be involved and trucks would travel at a snail's pace through 
two or more miles of congested streets in the vicinity of the upper harbor. 

The prediction that 700.000 tons or anywhere near that amount of gravel can 
be furnished from stockpiles at the upper harbor is not taken seriously by gravel 
producers in the Minne polis territory. We have copy of a letter to your Board 
written by Mr. Charles Klein, dated May 11, 1956, in which he points out that 
there can be no savings for barge haul of gravel. 

There are vast supplies of sand and gravel in the territory contiguous to Min- 
neapolis. It is pointed out in the report that recently opened pits located a dis- 
tance of 10 miles or more from the city can supply suitable material, and there is 
nO reasonable argument against there being an ample supply for the next 50 
years. 

The report states that the Cily bids for 1956 requirements contain one for $2.55 
per ton which included hauling to Minneapolis. The report did not point out 
that delivery was to be as required. The report also did not make mention of 
the fact that bid of $2.09 per ton was made for supply from a neighboring pit at 
Osseo and that the accepted bid price was $1.90 per ton.- There is just as much 
reason for using the lower figure of $1.90 as the highest one of $2.55. 1 attach 
copies of the advertisement for bids in Finance and Commerce of Minneapolis 
dated November 17, 1955. and the notice of approved bids in that paper of Decem- 
bev 14, 1955. 

There is a great deal more to this problem than what has simply been resolved 
by taking the 81.50 cost at St. Paul, adding $0.25 for hauling by barge and unload 
ing, and subtracting this sum from the unreasonably high assumed cost of $2.55 
and thus obtaining $0.0 per ton savings. The material must be moved to the 
ready-mix plants after it) has been unloaded from barge into stockpiles. Mr. 
Klein has estimated that the average cost of bringing the assumed 700,000 tons 
to pre-mix plants would be at least 40.60 per ton. Adding $0.60 to $1.75 gives 
S2.30 Which is $0.26 more than the Osseo bid of $2.09. He also points out that 
there are going to be expenses in Connection with space rental for gravel storage 
and cost of construction. Inaintenance, and operation of additional facilities which 
Will have to be reckoned with. In the attached copy of the Shakopee Valley News 
of April 26, 1956, there is an article stating that Mr. Joseph L. Shiely, president 
of the J. L. Shiely Co., announces plans to acquire acreage hear Savage on the 
Minnesota River for a sand, gravel and ready-mix plant costing about $1 million. 
No mention has been made in the report under question for cost of providing 
similar facilities at the upper harbor location. 

From the foregoing it is evident that there can be no savings in gravel. 

Yours very truly, 
H. B. Curistiranson, 


~ 


Chairman, Zone 7. 
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CoAL 


Analysis and investigation of the proponents’ presentation on coal, given to 
the Board at the hearing on April 24, 1956, reveal many serious and misleading 
statements and illogical or false computations of tonnages and estimated annual 
savings. 

1. Proponents’ brief states: “The Northern States Power Co. also has re 
examined its probable future consumption and has arrived at a figure of 300,000 
ions average annual consumption. (See exhibit C-2.)" Presumably exhibit C-2 
is the letter from Northern States Power Co. addressed to the Corps of Engi 
neers dated March 29, 1956. 

Taking that statement as a whole, it is obvious that Northern States 
Power anticipates a consumption of 300,000 tons of coal only if natural gas be 
comes uhavailable to use as a fuel, or only if the Riverside plant installs addi 
tional capacity, and only if the Northern States Power Co. Riverside plant op 
erates at full added capacity 12 months of the year burning coal only. These 
conclusions have been supported in recent discussions with a vice president of 
Northern States Power Co. concerning its letter Northern States Power Co 
advises that its original 60,000 ton average ‘use of coal was “based on the as 
sumption that we would continue to utilize coal and Ivral gas in approxi 
mately the same ratio that was in effect at that time és 

The abnormally cold winter of 1955-56 required a consuniption of 137,000 tons 
of coal. 

It is submitted that far more reserves of natural gas are being discovered 
and pipelines constructed than any similar discovery of coal. Only upon the 
wildest conjecture can it be assumed that the supply of natural gas to industries 
n Minneapolis will ever in the future be cut off. It is more likely that the 
supply of natural gas will continue to increase. Therefore, using the foresee 
able rather than the wholly. conjectural and unforeseeable as the basis of 
computation, it would be improper to place coal consumption at the Riverside 
plant of Northern States Power Co. at more than 150,000 tons. 

2. The efiect of atomic power at the Elk River plant, the development of 
which has been authorized by the Atomic Energy Commission within the last 
few weeks, raises grave doubts as to the future needs at Elk River for coal 
\ consumption of 250,000 tons 50 years hence cannot be disproved, nor can it 
he proved. It will be used in the following computations of annual savings on 
coal. Because it is agreed that at least 200,000 tons of coal can be brought by 
harge to the present Washington Avenue terminal in Minneapolis, exclusive of 
the tonnage unloaded from barges directly into cars or trucks, it is reasonable 
to assume that at least 200,000 tons of the Elk River demand can be supplied 
from the Washington Avenue terminal at the agreed unit savings of $0.075 per 
ton. The remaining 50,000 tons, if required, could be obtained from St. Panu! 
at the savings estimated by proponents of 51 cents per ton. 

3. The 480,000 tons estimated by four wholesale coal distributors was in no 
way supported by facts. We do not doubt that these companies would like to 
look forward to such a huge increase in present coal distribution in Minneapolis, 
Which is less than one-half of this 4S80,000-ton estimate. However, there is no 
validity whatsoever in using the difference between all-rail and rail-barge rates 
from southern Illinois to Minneapolis ($1.31 per ton) to compute savings which 
are claimed as the result of the construction of the upper harbor. Coal can and 
is being transported by barge to St. Paul and to the Minnesota River. 

Mr. Lester Hague, president and owner of Midwest Coal & Coke Co., a re 
tail coal dealer of Minneapolis, advises that city trucking of coal by 6-ton loads 
costs $0.63144 per ton per hour ($0.505 labor, $0.0875 gasoline, $0.005 insurance, 
$0.04 depreciation). Because of loading and unloading time, he advises that 
an average round trip within the city of Minneapolis (from a proposed upper 
harbor coalyard to a consumer, and return) of 15 miles would require 1'4 hours, 
or a trucking cost per ton of 95 cents. He also advises that a round trip from 
St. Paul Barge Terminal to downtown Minneapolis and return would take about 
2 hours, at a cost of $1.26 per ton. 

Bay & Bay Transfer Co., 315 9th Avenue North, Minneapolis, have quoted a 
price of $1 per ton for a 5-ton minimum to any location within Minneapolis or 
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Paul. That same company has also filed with the Minnesota Railroad and 
7 arehouse C oinmission tariff effective April 30, 1956, MRC No. 2, covering truck 
ing of coal within the State of Minnesota, showing a 25-mile minimum dis- 
tance rate of $1.60 per ton for a minimum 20-ton truck. Therefore, the only 
logical unit savings on coal must be computed in the difference of trucking costs 
from St. Paul to the consumer as opposed to the cost of trucking coal from an 
upper harbor yard to the same consumer. At most this would be 31 cents. 

The proponents have also erroneously stated that barge rates are the same 
to Minneapolis as they are to St. Paul. Investigation has revealed that Federal 
Barge Line tariffs show the barge rate from Alton, Ill., and East St. Louis to be 
$2.15 per ton to St. Paul and $2.22 to Minneapolis, effective January 1, 1956. 
Rail tariffs from the mines in southern [Illinois to the barge terminal loading 
dock at Alton show a rate of $1.38. The coal shipper also is required to pay 
a 2-cent dumping charge. Therefore, coal rates by rail, barge, and truck from 
southern Illinois coal mines to the Minneapolis consumer from St. Paul and 
Minneapolis are as follows: 


St. Paul Minneapolis 


| 
Rail rate___- ead $1.38 | $1. 38 
Dumping charge __- -- 02 | 02 
Barge rate 2.15 | 2. 22 
Trucking to Minne: Apolis consumer -. fs . 95 


26 
















Total. e 2 : 4. 81 4. 57 


NOTE.—Unit savings per ton, $4.81 less $4.57= $0.24. 


4. All of the coal required by Northern States Power Co., whether 150,000 
tons or 300,000 tons, can be unloaded direct from barges into rail cars and 
switched to its Riverside plant. Therefore the unit savings remains at the agreed 
$0.645 per ton and the proponents’ use of the $1.31 unit savings is wholly false. 

Therefore, unit savings on coal must be computed as follows: First, using 
the tonnages, exaggerated as they may be, used by the proponents, and secondly, 
using realistic tonnages particularly with reference to Northern States Power 
consumption and cutting the wholesale coal dealers’ guesses in half for lack 
of supporting evidence. 


Unit savings on coal 


ASSUMED TONNAGES 














i | 
User or distributor Tonnage | Unit saving | Annual 
| saving 
ee ————— ———$— — ——— | ee | eae 
Northern States Power (Riverside plant) - . : 300, 000 | $0. 645 $193, 500 
RCPA, Elk River-.- cieatian 3 | 200, 000 | .075 | 15, 000 
: ae | 50, 000 i) 25, 500 
4 companies_. 480, 000 24 | 115, 200 
RN cack i ean Cio — 449, 200 
REALISTIC TONNAGES 
Northern States Power (Riverside plant) a 150, 000 | $0. 645 $96, 750 
RCPA, Elk River 200, 000 | . 075 15, 000 


4 companies aah eg ainaliegh tla eae : tae cteabeeimel 


50, 000 | 51 25, 500 
240, 000 | . 24 | 7 
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() MARSHALL CONCRETE PRODUCTS (8) CONCRETE SERVICE, INC 

©) HAROLD L.FLITTIE,SAND £ GRAVEL CO. (9) ALLIED READY Mix, INC 

(3) CONSOLIDATED MATERIALS CO. (1c) MODEL STONE CO 

(2) SUBURBAN READY MIX G) Twin erty READY Mix 

(5) CHAS. M.FREIDHEIM CO. G2) LANDERS NORBLOM CHRISTENSEN CO. 


(@) MASTER BLOCK co. ; 
BROOKLYN |] wew enrauton 


(@) OuaLity SERVICE CONCRETE Co. cemren = | | NE 
| 


COLUMBIA 
HEIGHTS | 


aida en + —— 

ROBBINSDALE r | sar | 
Ps en ~ 

PROPOSED 

UPPER hie | 

WARBOR | | 


CRYSTAL 


. 
. 


hE Al 


FORT 
© SNELLING 
EDINA METRO-| MILITARY 
POLITAN | RESERVATION 
RICHFIELD AIRPORT 


MAP SHOWING 


CONCRETE READY MIX PLANTS 
SERVING 


MINNEAPOLIS AND VICINITY 
APPROX. SCALE! I"= 2MILES 
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Coal rates via railand barge via Alton, Ill, and Kast St. Louis 































































































— Rail rate \l 
Origin: per ton 
Belleville and Du Quoin district to river : . $1. 35 
Plus unabsorbed dumping__-~ a . 02 
TINE cicinct eases ec ee 
R 
South Illinois to river : 
Plus unabsorbed dumping 
Total 
Western Kentucky to river ; 
Pins unabsorbed dumping . 02 
Total sea? 
Dockage at Alton and East St. Louis is 17 cents per ton, of which 15 cents is a 
absorbed by barge line, balance of 2 cents assessed against consignee. 1950 
Barge rate from Alton and East St. Louis to Per ton 
La Crosse_ = $1. 95 
Red Wing . 2. 06 3 
St. Paul 2.15 hug 
Minneapolis : : cat 2.22 
Black Dog ae : 2. 22 
Barge rate is for alongside dock delivery C 
Coal rates via rail and barge via Ford, 1U. 1 
Rail rate Sa 
Origin : per ton ; 
. . . . . . . . . . — mv 
Belleville and Du Quoin district, origin on Missouri Pacitie only SO. T4 
Plus unabsorbed dumping . 02 
Total iia 76 
Dockage at Ford, Ill, is 17 cents per ton, of which 15 cents is absorbed by r 
° ° ° . : t 
barge line, balance of 2 cents per ton assessed against consignee. : 
or 
Barge rate from Ford, DIL, to Per ton 
La Crosse a ee ; . $2.25 
Red Wing : 2. 36 
St. Paul E z ‘ 2. 45 
Minneapolis__________- ec aX aaa 0 ane 
Black Dog : ’ ; 2. 52 * 
Barge rate is for alongside dock delivery. \ 
I 
Coal rates via rail and barge via Grand Rivers, Ky. tr 
Rail rate ' 
Origin: per ton 
Western Kentucky origin on I. C. only $1. 00 J 
Plus unabsorbed dumping__ : ae . . 02 
Total ee ate : 1. 02 r 
Dockage at Grand Rivers, Ky., is 17 cents per ton, of which 15 cents per ( 
ton is absorbed by barge line, balance of 2 cents per ton is assessed against con- - 


signee. 










Barge rate from Grand Rivers to 
La Crosse___ 


Per ton 


PA ed a ; Soe $2. 70 : 
a Se calibanee cie tae 2.81 
I eects ch resccee asta cnn con = : ete ee ee 
OS eee pe i aden 2. we 
OU ee aah a a b cenit tation 2. 97 


sarge rate is for alongside dock delivery. 
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Coal rates via rail and barge via Grand Rivers, Ky.—Continned 


\ll rail freight rates per ton on coal to Minneapolis from 
Du Quoin, Ill__- 
Belleville, Til__- 
Southern Illinois__._______~ 
Western Kentucky_-_- 


Rates include all X-parts increases 


Coal receipts, Minneapolis 


{In tons] 
Rail | Barge 


1, 386, 263 47, 2 493, 281 l 

1, 293, 100 | 206 323. ONG 132, 942 
1, 042, 685 | YO, A 161. 024 2 909 
1, 173, 242 104, 256 

750, 491 129 


156, 835 165, 077 
141, 060 194, 625 
874, 918 155 
| 


729 


No record of rail receipts kept during war vears 


Source: Rail receipts authority Minneapolis Traffic Association. 
Engineers, St. Paul District. 


Coal for Northern Power Riverside plant, Minneapolis—rail-barge-rail 


Coal is loaded direct from barge to railroad car and does not come to 

rest on docks, at following charges: Per ton 
Dockage and handling Se ec ; $0. 25 
Special charge to apply on per diem charges on railroad car : . 20 
Switching charge from dock to riverside plant 286 
20tal.... T2343 
CHICAGO, MILWAUKER, St. Patt & PactFic RArroap Co., 

Minneapolis, Minn., June 6, 1956 
Re St. Anthony Falls navigation project. 
Col. H. S. MILter, 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
Washington, D. C. 

DraR COLONEL MILLER: I acknowledge receipt of your airmail special-delivery 
etter of June 5, 1956, and thank you and Mr. Henry N. Muller for your kind 
remarks. 

I enclose a memorandum of my notes taken during Mr. Muller’s conference with 
Mr. Starr Killen, in charge of coal transportation and sales for Cargo Carriers, 
Inc., and Mr. Ralph Wright, of the same company, with reference to molasses 
transportation and consumption. I also enclose some information I have been 
able to obtain concerning the transportation of fertilizer. 

It is my understanding that Messrs. R. C. Woodworth, R. B. Parrott, and 
John Cole, of Cargill Inc., will prepare an answer to your letter of May 29, 1956, 
concerning grain, and therefore I do not feel qualified to comment further on the 
conference on grain. During most of this conference I was attempting to ar 
range an interview for Mr. Muller with Mr. L. E. Grafft, of the American Bridge 
Co., and Mr. Muller was able to discuss inbound shipments by barge of fabricated 
steel with Mr. Grafft by telephone. 

It was a pleasure to have been of assistance to you and Mr. Muller, and I trust 
that the conferences which were arranged and the additional information 
gathered will prove of assistance to you, your staff, and the Board of Engineers 
in consideration of this project. 

Sincerely yours 
Stuart W. River Jr. 
COAL 


Mr. Killen stated that although the Elk River plant received 70,000 to 75.000 
tons of coal during 1955, the claim that this plant would eventually require 
250,000 tons may well be true, assuming that the plant expands at the rate it 
has in the first 7 years of its history. 
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However, he pointed out that the 300,000-ton estimate for the Northern States 
l’ower Riverside plant is greatly exaggerated, in his opinion. He stated that the 
Northern States Power was expanding its production at its Black Dog plant on 
the Minnesota River and at its High Bridge plant in St. Paul, and that the River 
side plant in North Minneapolis has been a standby plant and will continue to be 
a standby plant. He further stated that the Riverside plant uses gas as its pri- 
mary fuel and he does not believe there is any reason to believe that it will not 
continue to so use gas. 

As to the tonnage estimates by the 4 companies named on the third page of 
proponents’ brief, where an annual tonnage of 480,000 tons is given, Mr. Killen 
thought that figure was very substantially exaggerated and constituted an 2p 
parent duplication of tonnage figures. He stated that last vear the Elk River 
plant received 70,000 to 75,000 tons of coal at the Washington Avenue terminal, 
Northern States Power Riverside plant about 65,000 tons, and the University of 
Minnesota 30,000 tons. He says that an additional 65,000 tons is Consumed gen 
erally throughout Minneapolis but apparently doubted whether the general con- 
sumption would materially increase in the future. 

He stated that Republic Coal & Coke Co. brings coal up to the Twin Cities, sells 
it to North Western Hanna, who distributes it. Last year he believed North 
Western Hanna handled about 25,000 tons, and Carnegie about 25,000 tons. He 
seriously questioned that there was any substantial tonnage of coal to be ex- 
pected to be consumed in the future. 

As to unit savings, he pointed out that it cost $1.02 per ton for his company to 
truck coal from St. Paul to Elk River and it cost 85 cents a ton to truck the same 
coal from Minneapolis to Elk River. According to the actual figures of his com- 
pany’s coal operation, it cost $1.15 per ton to truck coal from Port Cargill to a 
Minneapolis consumer, and based on their cost figures it would cost at least 75 
cents per ton to truck the same quantity of coal from an upper harbor location 
to a downtown Minneapolis consumer. 

He also pointed out that the Elk River powerplant was close to a competitive 
location with reference to transportation of coal from Minneapolis or from the 
head of the Great Lakes at Duluth. There is practically no difference in cost to 
that plant of coal from Duluth by rail or from barges at the Twin Cities. 

Mr. Killen stated that Port Cargill and other Minnesota River locations could 
handle southern and western Minnesota and any points in Minneapolis, that St. 
Paul barge terminals could serve St. Paul with coal, and there would be very 
little other demands for coal which could be served any more economically from 
a north Minneapolis location. He agreed that 50 acres would be required to 
store 1 million tons of coal and he didn’t know where such acreage existed in 
north Minneapolis along the river. 

Mr. Killen was asked to set down his conclusions in written form, and Mr. 
Woodworth stated that Mr. Killen’s report would be included in the letter also 
covering molasses and grain. 


MOLASSES 


In response to a question as to present and future demand for molasses, Mr. 
Ralph Wright, of Cargo Carriers, Inc., stated that molasses is used by the feed 
manufacturer as a preservator for silage, and is added to other feeds by the 
farmer to feed cows. It is used generally in liquid form, but can be put in a 
dry form for easier handling in smaller quantities. Even in the dry form, how- 
ever, it is still used as feed. 

There are three molasses companies serving Minnesota, Industrial Molasses Co. 
located at Port Cargill on the Minnesota River, Pacific Molasses Co. and one 
other. Industrial Molasses Co. is the only company that receives molasses in 
substantial quantities by barge on the Minnesota River. Although there are 
sites available for receipt of molasses by barge at St. Paul and at the Minneapolis 
Washington Avenue Terminal, the demand has been such that no other company 
has gone into the molasses business. Mr. Wright believes that this is the best 
answer to the question of demand for molasses in Minnesota. He believes that 
this demand can adequately be served by the existing company on the Minnesota 
River. He stated he did not think construction of the upper harbor would have 
any effect on the use of molasses. 

He stated that molasses can be economically distributed by truck within a 
radius of 125 miles from the barge terminal. Molasses in this part of the 
country is supplied from barge terminals by truck from Dubuque, Iowa, Chicago, 
Ill.. and Port Cargill. 125-mile radius circles can be drawn from the above 
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three cities showing the area economically served with molasses by truck At 
points not within these circles, molasses can be more economically supplied by 
rail from New Orleans. 

He stated that in 1954 all of Wisconsin, a dairy cattle State, used a total 
of 36,000 tons of molasses. 

Minnesota brought in 27,000 tons of molasses at the Minnesota River in 1954, 
and a tonnage in excess of that in 1955. 

He believes that molasses will not be barged to the upper harbor even if it 
were to be constructed. He thinks that the tonnage figures given by the pro- 
ponents are theoretical and very unrealistic. He stated that Industrial Molasses 
Co. today expects to receive less molasses by barge in the year 1956 than it did 
receive by barge in 1955. Molasses is selling today at a higher price. It is sub- 
stituted for corn as a feed, and the higher its price the less it will be substituted 
for corn. 

Mr. Wright stated that he had found no mistakes in the railroads’ supplemental 

rief in the analysis of transportation facts about molasses. From cost statis 
tics from his own company, Mr. Wright stated that it cost $1.10 per ton to truck 
iolasses from Port Cargill to Minneapolis for a round trip (figured according to 
union rules) at a minimum of 3 hours. He stated that distance hauls can be 
made for approximately 3 cents per ton-mile, where loading and unloading 
time (about 24% hours) is considered as free time; however, for local hauls the 
savings in trucking molasses (or phospate or coal) from South St. Paul or Port 
Cargill to Minneapolis, as opposed to trucking it to the same point in Minneapolis 
from the upper harbor must be figured as follows: 


{In hours] 


From South | From upper 
St. Paul or harbor 
Port Cargill 


Loading time 
Unloading time 
Driving time 


Tota)..-- 


Therefore there would be a saving of approximately 25 percent in local hauls from 
a molasses terminal in the upper harbor. 

Although it costs aproximately $1.10 per ton to haul molasses from Port Car- 
gill to a Minneapolis feed mill, it would cost approximately 83 cents to haul 
molasses from an upper habor molasses terminal if one were constructed. He 
stated that the major areas of consumption in Minnesota can be more cheaply 
served with molasses from Port Cargill. The molasses distributor at Port Car- 
gill can supply present and future demand, and no molasses company would locate 
in the upper habor any more than a competitor has tried to locate at Washington 
Avenue Terminal or in St. Paul. 


FERTILIZER 


Investigation from the Minnesota Bureau of Agricultural Statistics show con- 
sumption of tons of fertilizer by counties in Minnesota. Generally fertilizer is 
consumed in an area south or due west of the Twin Cities and the terminals at 
St. Paul and Minnesota River. Consumption of fertilizer is very light in north- 
ern Minnesota with the exception of a few counties in northwestern Minnesota, 
as shown on the attached map. 

Investigation was made with the office of the traffic manager of the Farm Bu 
reau Service Co., St. Paul, Minn. This company advised that last year about 
25,000 to 30,000 tons of phosphate was brought in to St. Paul, and about two- 
thirds of this was barged in. All potash and nitrates used in mixed fertilizer 
are transported to Minnesota by rail. The Farm Bureau Service Co. adv sed that 
the phosphate consumed in the northwestern counties of Minnesota is »rought 
there direct from Canada and also from Florida by rail direct from the point 
of origin. 

It is uneconomical to barge in phosphate to the Twin Cities and send it by 
truck to the northwestern counties of Minnesota which are located over 300 miles 
from the Twin Cities. 








264 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


The Farm Bureau Service Co. has a fertilizer mixing plant at Moorhead, Minn., 
which is in Clay County, where it mixes fertilizer to serve the Red River Valley 
area. Inquiry revealed that for the Moorehead plant phosphate was brought 
by barge to St. Paul, and thence by rail to Moorhead. There is a special com- 
modity rate for phosphate from the Twin Cities to Moorhead (the same rate 
would apply from St. Paul or from Minneapolis), and the distance is too great 
for an economical transportation of bulk phosphate in trucks. They ship only 
carload lots and find it more economical at this distance to ship phosphate by rail 
to its Moorhead plant. 

A copy of the map showing tons of consumption of fertilizer by counties in 
Minnesota for 1954 is attached. 

Senator Hruska. Now we will hear the engineers on the St. An- 
thony Falls project in Minnesota. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Anderson. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN ANDERSON, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Anperson. Iam Jolin Anderson. 

Mr. Chairman, the St. Anthony Falls project, which is an extension 
of navigation above the 9-foot navigation on the Mississippi River 
for a distance of 4.6 miles up through Minneapolis, is an authorized 
project. It was authorized in the River and Harbor Acts of 1937 
and 1945. 

The lower lock of the dam on this project has been completed, as 
well as the dredging below the lock. The remaining work is the upper 
lock and the dredging on up to the head of the navigation. 

Commerce to St. Paul, in the St. Paul Harbor area, amounts to 
2,262,000 tons annually. Commerce into the Minneapolis area amounts 
to 646,000 tons annually. 

Certain local interests requested a reappraisal of the benefits for this 
project. They did not believe that the extension of the navigation or 
the completion of it was justified. 

In August 1954 the House Public Works Committee adopted a reso- 
lution calling for a review of the authorized project. It was found 
in this review report that on an overall project basis, including the 
lower lock and dredging below the lower dam, dredging to the head of 
navigation and the upper lock, that the total cost of the entire proj- 
ect would be $34,065,000. The total annual charges are $1,627,000, 
and the annual benefits are $1,050,000, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 
0.65. However, on the remaining work, dredging to head of naviga- 
tion and the upper lock, is estimated to cost $19,893,000, and with the 
annual charges of $1,018,000 and the benefits remaining the same at 
$1,050,000, gives a benefit-cost ratio of 1.03. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends completion of the project. 

Since the work already in place costing $11,052,000 would produce 
no benefits, the Chief of Engineers believes the projeect should be 
completed. 

There is one modification to the authorized project recommended, 
and that is the provision for bridge clearances above the North Pa- 
cific Railroad bridge should be deleted for the authorized 26-foot 
clearance over 40,000 second-feet flow stage, and, to provide for such 
vertical clearance as may be advisable. 

The report is now with the Bureau of the Budget. The State of 
Minnesota approves the project. 





mr 
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Senator Hruska. It is my understanding the Bureau of the Budget 
report has already been completed. I wonder if we could get that 
nserted later on. Have you checked yesterday or today ‘ 

Mr. Anprerson. No, sir; I did not check today. 

Senator Hruska. What features of local participation are there 
in this? 

Mr. ANprerson. Costs to local interests amount to 83.120.000 for 
modification of the bridges. 

Senator Hruska. Have they agreed to do that ¢ 

Mr. Anprrson. They have agreed to do that. They have already, 
| believe, spent over a million dollars. 

Senator Hruska. Is there any other local participation besides 
relocation of the bridges ¢ 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir. There are other requirements, too. Lands. 
easements, and rights-of-way that are required in the authorized 
project. 

Senator Hruska. Have we ‘vy been agreed to by the local inte re sts / 

Mr. ANprerson. Yes, sir, they have agreed to all items of local co 
ope ration. 

Senator Hruska. Will you make inquiry as to the Bureau of the 
Budget reports and comments, if any, and make them available? 

Mr. ANprRson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Do we understand that the Chief of Engineers’ 
report is complete / 

Mr. ANprerson. Yes, sir, it is complete. 

Senator Hruska. And it has been submitted / 

Mr. Anprrson. It has been submitted to the Bureau of the Budget 
and the State of Minnesota has also approved the project. 

Senator Hruska. Does that complete your statement ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sit. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, Senator Hruska. 

Senator Hruska. Is the St. Anthony project the subject of an 
engineers’ report, Senator Thye / 

Senator THyr. Yes, in other words, it was approved by the district 
engineers and then the Board of Review, General Holle, ‘and his asso 
clites approved the project and that was just here this last summer 
and then the Budget Bureau have assured me that they would act on 
the projeect and were preparing a report if the report is not already 
available, we would expect 1t soon. 

Senator Kerr. I understood you to say that the Board of Engineers 
had heard it on June 19. 

Senator Tyr. Yes, sir: it did. Of course, they had to take the 
testimony and then make their recommendations, but we do have a 
Board of Engineers approval. In fact, T appeared before the Board a 
‘ouple of times on this project. 

Senator Hruska. Has the Board acted yet 

Senator Tuyr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. And favorably ? 

Senator Tiyr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the other project on 
which I wish to give you an explanation, and to ask, of course, and 
urge your approval is this project for flood control and other improve 
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ments of Ruffy Brook and Lost River in the State of Minnesota. A 
review and report was requested of the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors by the Committee on Public Works of the United States 
Senate on August 16, 1949. The Secretary of the Army transmitted 
a favorable report to the Congress for authorization of this project on 
July 10, 1956. 

The plan proposed will provide a reasonable degree of protection to 
areas affected by recurrent floods and at the same time afford adequate 
outlet capacity for tributary drainage improvements. It will pro- 
vide for channel enlargement and realinement of Ruffy Brook from 
the mouth upstream a distance of 3.7 project miles, and of Lost River 
from 0.2 mile west of Oklee to a point about 5 miles northwest of 
Gonvick, a distance of 20.5 project miles. 

The estimated cost of the total work on Ruffy Brook is $178,300. 
Of this amount the cost to the Federal Government to be $104,900 and 
costs to the local interests $73,400. 

The estimated cost of the total work on Lost River is $972,000. Of 
this amount the cost to the Federal Government is $527,300 and the 
cost to local interests is $445,200. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel it extremely important to complete these im- 
provements to relieve the great financial losses, the damage and the 
havoe from recurring floods in this area. 

It is good agricultural land, but you have a slow, meandering river 
through the area, and when you have an excessive amount of rain, it 
just floods over, and this whole agricultural area may be flooded for 
2 or 3 days, and your crops are lost, and then the rest of the season 
may be perfect. If we could have this dredging and straightening 
out of the river and get this flood-control project in there, you are 
going to have a lot of good agricultural land and some good farms, 
when there won't be the constant threat of a flood. 

Senator Kerr. We have a statement here from Senator Humphrey 
on the Ruffy Brook and Lost River projects, which we will insert in 
the record at this point, without objection; also the analysis of the 
flood control for Ruffy Brook and Lost River, Minn. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
July 17, 1956, 
Hon, DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: Now before the Committee on Public Works is a request for 
authorization of a flood-control project on northwestern Minnesota which would 
improve Ruffy Brook and Lost River, two streams which are subject to severe 
spring and summer flooding. 

The project recommended by the Corps of Engineers would provide for channel 
enlargement and realinement of Ruffy Brook in its lower 3.7 miles, and similar 
improvement of Lost River for a distance of 20.5 miles. 

luring the spring snowmelt period, high flows of water regularly inundate 
large areas of cultivated land, and because of the very gradual slope of 
the floodplain, permit persistent, long-lasting coverage by the floodwaters. In 
the summer, heavy rains again pose the regular threat of flooding in this area. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, in reviewing the report of 
the district engineer, estimated the benefit-cost ratio for Ruffy Brook at 1.3 
while the Board estimates the benefit-cost ratio of the improvement in oe 
River at 4.6. Total net cost of the 2 projects to the United States is $634.000. 
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I urge the committee to give favorable consideration to a resolution author 
izing the Corps of Engineers to complete the necessary improvements in Lost 
River and Ruffy Brook. 

I should appreciate it if this letter might be made a part of the official record 
of the hearings on this project. 

Sincerely yours, 
Iiveerr H,. HUMPHRE:. 


FLoop CONTROL, RUFFY BROOK AND Lost RIVER, MINN. 


Location.—In northwestern Minnesota on stream tributary to Clearwacer 
River. 

Report authorized by.—Senate Committee on Public Works resolution, August 
16, 1949. 

E.risting project.—None. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for an enlarged and straigut 
ened channel in the lower 5 miles of Ruffy Brook and in the middle 23-mile 
reach on Lost River. 


Hstimated cost 


1 


| 
Federal Non-Federal Total 
| 


Ruffy Brook: 


Survey report (July 1952) $98, 700 $64, 500 $163, 200 

Current (January 1956) 104, 900 73, 400 178, 300 
Lost River: 

Survey report (July 1952) 507, 000 410, 400 917, 400 

Current (January 1956) 527, 300 445, 200 | 972, 500 


Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements and rights-of-way ; hold and save 
the United States free from damages; maintain the improvements: make neces- 
sary changes to utilities, highways, and highway bridges including approaches ; 
furnish in cash or equivalent work 16.4 and 33.2 percent of the gross Federal 
first costs for Ruffy Brook and Lost River, respectively, estimated at $20,600 
and $262,100 (January 1956 price levels). 


Project economics 


Ruffy Brook Lost River 
Survey Current Survey Current 
report report 
\nnual charges : $7, 310 $7, 890 $38, 740 $40, 720 
Annual benefits: 
Flood control : 5, 010 4, 810 31, 350 30, 765 
Drainage ___ 5, 670 5, 420 163, 940 156, 725 
Total.- ... 10, 680 10, 230 195, 290 187, 490 
Benefit-cost ratio. _- 1. 46 1.30 5. 04 4.65 


Senator Kerr. I am wondering if you are sponsoring the Minnesota 
River project, Senator Thye? I see it is listed here. 

Senator Tuye. That isa different area. The Minnesota River comes 
down from the southwest. 

Senator Kerr. As I understand it, it is in the House bill, an authori- 
zation to go to mile 14.2, and we have a statement from Senator 
Humphrey which we are placing into the record, in which he is asking 
that the authorization be extended to mile 14.7. 
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(The letter referred to follows:) 


Unrtrep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 


June 29, 1956. 
Hon. Rospert Kerr, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR Kerr: You will recall that I wrote to you on June 27, 1956, with 


at, 
reference to the extension of the 9-foot Channel in the Minnesota River, Minn., 
to a distance of mile 14.7. 

I am enclosing for the information of the subcommittee a telegram from Mr. 
Myron Richards, president of the Richards Oil Co., 201 Fremont Avenue North, 
Minneapolis, Minn., which gives strong evidence of the need for the Minnesota 
River Channel. 

I respectfully request that this telegram be added to my letter of June 27 as a 
part of the official transcript of the hearings on the omnibus public works bill. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Iitusert H,. Humpurey. 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., June 27, 1956. 


Senator Husert H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
We are very happy to receive news of your progress on the Minnesota River 
channel and hope that you are successful in securing Senate committee approval 
for extension to mile 14.7 to include our port. Incidentally, we have shipped 
7.506 tons of soybean oil from our port-this year for the Honeymead, Inc., at 
Mankato. They expect to ship an additional 7,500 tons of soybean products 
through our port this year. Unfortunately we lost a river terminal contract this 
week for 50,000 tons per year of petroleum products with Oskey Bros. Petroleum 
Co. due to our inability to assure them a 9-foot channel on the Minnesota River. 
Ve have airmailed to your office their letter to us concerning this petroleum con- 
tract to support our need for extension to mile 14.7. I had lunch with Mr. Cos- 
grove and other executives of Green Giant Co., Le Sueur, last Monday. It would 
be good to advise their Mr. Benson on the progress of this channel legislation as 
it is important to their plans of going ahead with the construction of a can fae- 
tory at Savage. An important reason for locating factory at Savage is to use the 
Minnesota River for receiving tin plate shipments by barge in the event Port 
Cargill's dock facilities are not available. They would be interested in using our 
port facilities for receiving tin plate shipments as their proposed building site 
is not on river frontage. Thank you for your able leadership in this important 
navigation project. 
Best regards, 
RicHArDS O1L Co., 
Myron Ricuarps, 
President. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERN MENT OPERATIONS, 
June 27, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

IbbaR SENATOR: I wish to bring to the attention of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works the fact that a new situation now exists with respect to 
the proposal to construct a 9-foot navigation channel in the Minnesota River 
above St. Paul and Mendota, Minn. 

The Minnesota River, rising in western Minnesota, flows toward the Mississippi 
through some of the richest grain-producing country in the world. The river 
is potentially a direct and economical means of shipping vast quantities of grain 
to processing centers, in addition to its great potential usefulness in shipping in 
coal and petroleum products from out of State. Particularly as the rail trans- 
portation system each year becomes more inadequate to handle the movement of 
grain from the producing areas, every additional means of low-cost transportation 
becomes more valuable. 
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Since 1931 a 4-foot channel has been maintained as a Federal project from the 
mouth of the Minnesota upstream to the city of Shakopee, a distance of approxi 
mately 25 miles. Thus, an important grain-producing area has been given limited 
access to the great 9-foot channel of the Mississippi. 

During 1943, at the height of the war effort, a local Minneapolis company, 
Cargill, Inc., cooperated with the Army engineers in having a {foot channel 
dredged from the mouth of the Minnesota to a point 15.1 miles upstream, in order 
to facilitate the downstream movement of towboats and oceangoing tankers con 
structed in the shipyard at Port Cargill. Since that time, Cargill and other 
companies which have established shipping facilities on the Minnesota at various 
points as far upriver as Chaska—29.6 miles from the mouth—have cooperated 
in partially maintaining the 13-mile channel dredged in 1943. 

Since 1947, other large corporations have shown increasing interest in the 
possibility of using a permanently maintained 9-foot channel in the Minnesota 
These include other grain shippers and importers of coal and petroleum, as well 
as manufacturing concerns. 

Since 1951 the Cargill Co., in particular, has demonstrated the potential value 
of a permanent 9-foot channel in the Minnesota by regularly increasing its annual 
shipments of grain from the 167,973 tons it shipped in 1951. In addition, the 
Northern States Power Co. has completed a steam electric plant at mile 8.7 on 
the Minnesota which is expected to use 400,000 tons of coal via barge ultimately 
each year. 

On March 2, 1945, the Congress authorized the Corps of Engineers to make a 
preliminary examination and survey of the Minnesota River up to a point 10 
niles above New Ulm, Minn., with a view to improvement in the interest of 
navigation and related purposes, under the Rivers and Harbors Act. 

The report of the district engineer on October 10, 1952, found that the most 
suitable plan of improvement would be “a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide 
from the mouth to mile 14.2.” The estimated costs of the project were $2,505,000, 
with total annual carrying charges estimated at $115.300. The estimated annnal 
benefits were determined to be S$402.900—-which resulted in a most favorable 
benefit-cost ratio of 3.49. 

This report was passed on up to the Army Chief of Engineers on March 20, 
1953, almost precisely 3 years ago, with the following comment : 

“The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs in general in the 
views of the reporting officers. It notes that the plan of improvement presented 
by the district engineer is economically justified. However, since local interests 
are unwilling to meet the requirements of local cooperation, the Board recom 
mends that further improvement of Minnesota River, Minn., for navigation be 
not undertaken at this time.” 

Three years have now passed. Since the report of the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors in 1953, a great deal more activity has developed on 
behalf of the proposed channel improvement. Local interest is now great, and, 
in fact, an organization made up of mayors and other public officials and repre- 
sentatives of civil organizations from communities in Dakota, Hennepin, Carver, 
and Scott Counties was recently formed to coordinate a plan to meet the require 
ments set by the Corps of Engineers, if the proposed channel is to be undertaken 
as a Federal project. 

Recently I received a resolution from this organization which is headed by 
State Senator John A. Metcalf, of the 21st District of Minnesota. <A 
this resolution is attached. 

More formal action is anticipated on July 2, 1956, when the Minnesota Water 
Resources Board will conduct a hearing for the purpose of considering the 
establishment and creation of a watershed conservancy district along the lower 
Minnesota River to a distance of 25.1 miles upstream from the confluence of 
the Minnesota and the Mississippi Rivers. Thus the local interests will have 
an official organization to deal with the Corps of Engineers. Enclosed is a notice 
of the hearing scheduled for July 2. 

In addition, I wish to call the attention of the committee to the fact that I 
have discussed the possibility of extending the proposed channel from mile 14.2 
to mile 14.7, an extension which would permit inclusion of the area known as 
Port Richards, an important oil-distribution point. 

Enclosed is a letter from Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner, Assistant Chief of Engi- 
neers for Civil Works, informing me that in the opinion of the Chief of Engi- 
neers, the benefits to be derived from the extension are sufficient to justify 
the relatively small increase in original cost of $5,000, with an increase of $1,000 
in annual maintenance. 


copy ot 
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I have discussed this proposed extension with the chairman of the Subcommit- 
tee on Rivers and Harbors of the House Committee on Public Works, and have 
secured his agreement to support this extension in conference. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to urge the committee to retain the Minnesota River 
Channel project in the omnibus bill on which full House action is expected at 
the end of this week, and to authorize the engineers to extend the proposed 
Minnesota River Channel to mile 14.7. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hvunerr H. Humeueey. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas interest in the navigation of the lower 30 miles of the Minnesota 
River has been rapidly increasing since the close of World War II, especially 
since 1947; and 

Whereas several large corporations have purchased land or obtained long- 
term leases on land bordering the Minnesota River with the intention of locating 
new plants there as soon as they know that the river will have a 9-foot channel 
maintained; and 

Whereas from the junction of the two rivers at Mendota there is today more 
freight, almost double, moving up the Minnesota River than up the Mississippi 
River ; and 

Whereas Minnesota needs the additional industries, that desire to locate on 
the Minnesota River, to stabilize unemployment; and 

Whereas local interest in this project is now great; and 

Whereas local subdivisions and individuals are now planning on ways and 
means of meeting the requirements set by the Congress of the United States on 
the people of the territory for the completion of this project ; and 

Whereas the Minnesota River from its junction with the Mississippi River 
at Mendota to the Carver Rapids is a level pool requiring no locks or dams 
but simply dredging and a small amount of riprap, the total cost of which would 
be small in comparison to the ultimate freight moved: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we humbly request of the Congress of the United States that 
all necessary steps be taken to secure a review of the report on the Minnesota 
River in interest of navigation and related purposes as transmitted to Congress 
by the Army engineers on February 16, 1954, and to work for the early comple- 
tion of the 9-foot channel to the bridge, mile 25.1 at Shakopee. 

John A. Metcalf, State Senator, District 21: Frank X. Gallagher, 
State lepresentative, District 20: Myron Richards, Richards Oil 
Co., Sauvage; Cormac A. Suel, Publisher, Shakopee; Florian Ader, 
Mayor, Chaska; Frank Strunk, Editor, Shakopee: Mark Egan, 
Mayor, Savage; Emil Teske, Greater Chaska, Inc., Chaska ; .}erome 
Akin, Chairman, County Commissioners, Dakota County; ©. 
Stender, Chairman, County Commissioners, Carver County ; Har- 
old Huss, Mayor, Shakopee; Sylvester DeVenny, Chairman, 
County Commissioners, Scott County. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., May 23, 1956. 
Hon. Husert H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: Your letter to the resident member, Board of Engi- 
neers for Rivers and Harbors, dated May 14, 1956, on the proposed navigation 
improvement of Minnesota River, Minn., has been referred to the Chief of Engi- 
neers for further reply. Reference is also made to the letter concerning this 
matter which you addressed to me under date of May 19. 

With regard to extension of the channel in the Minnesota River approximately 
one-half mile to mile 14.7, I might state that the Chief of Engineers in his report 
on the river which was submitted to Congress on February 16, 1954, noted that a 
plan of improvement to provide for 9-foot navigation to mile 14.2 was economically 
justified. However, he reported that further improvement of the Minnesota 
River for navigation was not advisable at that time because local interests were 
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unwilling to meet the requirements of local cooperation. The benefit-to-cost 
ratio based on report price levels (1952) was 3.49 to 1. 

Based upon data obtained for the report, the proposed extension to mile 14.7 
could be accomplished at an additional first cost of $5,000 with an increase of 
$1,000 in annual maintenance based on report price levels. The Minnesota River 
Channel was improved by private interests to mile 14.7 in 1955 and it is reported 
that approximately 6,600 tons of petroleum products were moved over this reach 
to a terminal at mile 14.7 during that year. In view of the existing and prospec- 
tive commerce, it is the opinion of the Chief of Engineers that the benefits to 
be derived from the extension are sufficient to justify the relatively small incréase 
in cost. Additional studies will be necessary to arrive at a benefit-to-cost ratio 
for the project. 

In view of the foregoing, the Chief of Engineers will be prepared to testify 
in support of the extension when called upon by Congress. You may also be 
assured that as soon as the necessary data has been assembled the present 
position of local interests and the corresponding change in the recommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers will be brought to the attention of the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, . 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engincers for Civil Works. 


BEFORE THE MINNESOTA WATER RESOURCES BOARD 


IN THE MATTER OF THE ESTABLISH MENT OF A WATERSHED DISTRICT AND APPOINTING 
MANAGERS THERETO 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


Nominating petitions having been heretofore filed with the State water 
resources board praying for the establishment and creation of a watershed 
district and appointment of managers thereof for the general purpose of improv- 
ing the channel of the Minnesota River by widening and deepening the same 
a distance of approximately 25.1 miles upstream from the confluence of the 
Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers under the provisions of Laws of 1955, chapter 
799, which nominating petitions have been examined and found to be sufficient 
and copies thereof having been served upon the county auditor of each county 
affected, as fully appears from the proof of service filed with said board. 

Now, therefore, notice is hereby given, That said State water resources board 
will meet on the 2d day of July 1956 at 10:30 o’clock in the forenoon at the 
the Shakopee High School Auditorium in the city of Shakopee, Scott County, 
Minn., for the purpose of considering the establishment and creation of a water- 
shed district and giving the same a corporate name and the appointment of a 
board of managers, as authorized by Laws of 1955, chapter 799. The territory 
to be included within such watershed district shall not extend beyond the 800- 
foot contour line, S. L. D. 1929, 5th Gen. Adj., as such contour shall be established 
on both sides of the Minnesota River for a distance of approximately 25.1 miles 
upstream from the confluence of the Minnesota and the Mississippi Rivers. 

Notice is further given, That all persons affected by these proceedings or 
interested therein may appear and be heard at the time and place above specified. 

Dated at St. Paul, Minn., this 21st day of June 1956. 

STATE WATER RESOURCES BOARD, 
JOHN DALEY. 

RUSSELL YOUNGGREN. 

CHARLES L. Horn. 


Senator Hruska. Next the engineers on the Minnesota River, in 
Minnesota. 

Mr. Anperson. We have no map on that project. 

Senator Hruska. What does it consist of ? 

Mr. Anperson. The report is included in the House bill. The proj- 
ect provides for 9-foot navigation from the mouth of the Minnesota 
River to mile 14.2. Local interests have requested an extension of 0.5 
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of a mile to mile 14.7. The estimated cost of that extension of five- 
tenths of a mile is about $5,000. It extends on up to a new terminal 
which was put in by an oil company and to which some 6,500 tons of 
petroleum products are reported to have been shipped. They have 
already constructed a channel at their own expense. 

However, it is not a standard size channel and they are asking us 
to include that in the project for maintenance and to construct it to 
standard dimensions. 

Senator Hruska. Would this require an amendment to the lan- 
guage in the House bill / 

Mr. Anprerson. Yes, I believe that is correct. 

Senator Hruska. Was the report of the Chief of Engineers favor 
able on this? 

Mr. Anprrson. No, sir. The report in the original case was not 
favorable because the local interests would not furnish the items of 
local cooperation. 

Senator Hruska. Has any change occured in the original attitude 
of the local interests / 

Mr. ANprrson. Yes, sir. They have assured us. that they will 
furnish items of local cooperation. In fact we had word yesterday 
that A district was formed to furnish items of local cooperation. They 
had a meeting on July 17. 


Senator Hruska. So that an amendment will be necessary to the 
language / 


Mr. Anprerson. Yes. to provide for extension of the channel to mile 
14.7 instead of 14.2 
(‘The document referred to above is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., November 16, 1953. 
Subject: Minnesota River, Minn. 
To: The secretary of the Army. 

1. I submit for transmission to Congress my report with accompanying papers 
on preliminary examination and survey of Minnesota River, Minn., up to a 
point 10 miles above New Ulm, with a view to improvement in the interest of 
navigation and related purposes, authorized by the River and Harbor Act 
approved March 2, 1945. 

2. Minnesota River rises in Big Stone Lake in western Minnesota and flows 
generally easterly to the Mississippi River at St. Paul, Minn. The lower 25.1 
miles are affected by backwater from lock and dam No. 2 near Hastings, Minn., 
on the Mississippi River. In this reach the channel is harrow and tortuous 
and contains sharp bends. The existing Federal project provides for the main- 
tenance of a 4-foot open-channel improvement from the mouth to Shakopee, mile 
25.1. The project was completed in 1931. Costs to June 30, 1951, have been 
$12,731 for new work and $75,180 for maintenance. The approved estimate of 
annual cost of maintenance is $2,500. During 1943, a channel 9 feet deep and 
100 feet wide was dredged from the mouth to mile 13.1. The work, done by 
the Corps of Engineers with funds largely supplied by Cargill, Inc., a local 
company, resulted from action taken by the Secretary of the Army authorizing 
the acceptance of a total of $139,671 from the company to defray the cost of 
dredging to a greater depth than that authorized by the existing 4-foot project, 
in order to facilitate the downstream movement of towboats and oceangoing 
tankers constructed in the shipyard at Port Cargill. A launching basin 20 
feet deep and a mooring basin 13 feet deep were constructed at Port Cargill as 
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part of the project. During 1949, 1950, and 1951, the Cargill Co., is reported to 
have expended $115,000 on maintenance of the channel. 

3. The tributary area had a total population of 151,000 in 1950.) The principal 
cities with their populations are: Mankato, 18,800; New Ulm, 9348; St. Peter, 
7,754; and Waseca, 4,927. Farming is the principal occupation, and the handling, 
manufacture, and processing of agricultural products constitute the principal 
industries. The leading farm crops are corn and small grains. Other industries 
manufacture brick and tile, and quarry and prepare stone for various purposes. 
The area is served by railroads and a system of Federal, State, and county high 
ways. Freight terminal facilities on the river are at Port Cargill. They con 
sist of a grain-loading facility, with truck and rail connections, having a capacity 
of 1,500 tons per day; a dock 650 feet long: an adjacent warehouse ; and a moor 
ing space 1,300 feet long, all owned by the Cargill Co. but open to other water 
carriers, That company also has two 250,000-bushel steel storage bins at Port 
Cargill. During World War II, commerce on the river consisted principally of 
completed tankers and towboats floated downstream from Port Cargill and 
shallow-draft barges floated downstream from the Cargill Co. at Chaska. During 
1950, grain shipments by barge from Port Cargill totaled 100.351 tons and during 
1951, this commerce increased to 167,973 tons. The Northern States Power Co 
has initiated construction of a steam electric plant on the right bank of Minnesota 
River at mile 8.7. Anticipated initial receipts of coal by barge are estimated 
at 100,000 tons annually which will ultimately increase to 400,000 tons annually 
for the powerplant. 

f. Local interests desire improvement of the Minnesota River in the interest 
of navigation from the mouth to various points as far upstream as New Ulm 
A number of proponents are in favor of extending navigation at least to Chaska, 
mile 29.6. The Cargill Co. states that due to establishment of its grain storage 
and loading facilities at Port Cargill, grain shipments will reach 1 million tons 
annually. Other commodities expected to move in quantity over an improved 
waterway are coal and petroleum and its products. 

5. The district engineer finds the most suitable plan of improvement to be 
a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide from the mouth to mile 14.2.. Improve- 
ment above mile 14.2 could not be justified by the additional benefits anticipated 
above that point. He estimates the cost at $2,303,000 of which $2,178,000. is 
Federal consisting of $2,082,600 for channel improvement, $81,400 for fender 
protection at the railroad bridge at mile 1.6, and $14,000 for aids to navigation : 
and $125,000 is non-Federal consisting of $72,000 for lowering submarine cables 
and pipelines, $4,000 for road relocations, and $49,000 for lands and rights-of 
way. The Federal and non-Federal annual maintenance costs are estimated at 
$29,000 and $3,700, respectively. The total annual carrying charges are esti 
mated at $115,300 of which $105,880 is Federal and $9,420 is non-Federal. The 
district engineer estimates the annual benefits at $402,900 of which $402,000 is 
from savings in transportation costs consisting of $190,700 on grain, $25,300 on 
petroleum products, and $186,000 on coal, and $900 is a benefit due to elimina 
tion of bank erosion. The benefit-cost ratio is 3.49. The district engineer con 
cludes that the improvement is economically feasible, however, he states that 
participation by the Federal Government in construction and future maintenance 
of the project is not considered advisable at this time in view of the unwilling 
ness of local interests to furnish the required items of local cooperation. They 
would be requested to provide lands and rights-of-way, hold and save the United 
States free from damages, make necessary changes in roads, and maintain fender 
protection at the railroad bridge at mile 1.6. He recommends that no improve- 
ment be undertaken at this time. The division engineer concurs. 

6. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors notes that a plan of im- 
provement is economically justified but local interests are unwilling to meet the 
requirements of local cooperation. The Board recommends that further im- 
provement of Minnesota River, Minn., for navigation be not undertaken at this 
time. 

7. After due consideration of these reports I concur in the recommendation 
of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. Therefore, 1 report that 
further improvement of Minnesota River, Minn., for navigation is not advisable 
at this time. 

S. D. Sruretis, Jr., 
Major General, Chief of Engineers. 
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Subject: Minnesota River, Minn. S827 (Minnesota River, Minn., above New 
Ulm) 3d Ind. 


From: The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Washington, D. C., 

March 20, 1953. 

To: The Chief of Engineers, United States Army. 

1. Local interests were informed of the recommendations of the reporting 
officers and given an opportunity to present additional information to the Board. 
( areful consideration has been given the communications received. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs in general in the 
a of the reporting officers. It notes that the plan of improvement presented 
by the district engineer is economically justified. However, since local interests 
ure unwilling to meet the requirements of local cooperation, the Board recom- 
mends that further improvement of Minnesota River, Minn., for navigation be 
not undertaken at this time. 

For the Board: 

B. L. RoprNson, 
Brigadier General, 
Chairman. 
Senator Hruska. Ruffy Brook and Lost River, Minn. 
General Irscuner. Mr. Adams. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY ADAMS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mir. Apams. Tam Harry Adams, Mr. Chairman. 
The report on Ruffy Brook and Lost River was authorized by a 
resolution of the Senate Committee on Public Works dated August 16, 

1949. ‘The project is for flood control and drainage. It is located 
in the western part of Minnesota in the drainage basin of the Red 
River of the North. It is located on Lost River, which is a tributary 
of the Clearwater and Ruffy Brook which is also a tributary of the 
Clearwater River. 

The project consists of channel improvement and clearing of chan- 
nels for reduction of flood damages and improvement of drainage. 

The costs, as given on the chart here, are on the basis of 1952 prices, 
as given in the report, and at current levels the first costs would be 
$178,300 total for Ruffy Brook, as compared with $163,200 at the 1952 
level. 

The benefit-cost ratio at the current level on Rutly Brook is 1.30, as 
compared to 1.46 at the 1952 level. 

The first costs at current levels for Lost River are $972,500 and the 
benefit-cost ratio 1s 4.65. 

Senator Hruska. Will you give us the non-Federal contributions 
in each of those cases / 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir. In the case of Ruffy Brook the non-Federal 
cost at current levels are $73,400. 

For Lost River the non-Federal costs are $445,200. Local coopera- 
tion requirements are lands, easements and rights-of-way and there 
is also a requirement for cash contribution which is equal to 16.4 per- 
cent of the first costs for the Ruffy Brook portion of the project, and 
it is 33.2 percent of the first cost for the Lost River project. 

The cash contribution is because of the drainage benefits that would 
be realized from the project. 

Senator Hruska. And those percentages result respectively in the 
sums of $20,600 and $262,100? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Apams. That is correct, sir. 
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The report was transmitted to the Congress on the 10th of July. 
There are no objections by the Bureau of the Budget and the State 
of Minnesota is in favor of the project. 

Senator Hruska. Does that complete your statement / 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir. 

Senator Tuyer. That is just a very slight further distance up the 
river. It would extend navigation up to the town of Savage, and it 
is a little difference beyond the town of Savage that would permit 
greater development on the river, that Senator Humphrey made men 
tion of. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, Senator. We are very glad to have you 
here today. 

Senator Toye. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Now, Senator Dworshak, you are interested in Bruces 
Eddy Dam, Clearwater River, and Penny Cliffs Dam, I believe. 

Senator Dworsuak. Just Bruces Eddy. Penny Cliffs is not up. 
Will General Itschner testify at this time / 

Senator Kerr. The procedure we are following in this hearing is we 
are hearing the Senators and the Congressmen on these projects, and 
any civilian witnesses that are here. 

After they have all completed, then we will hear the Army engi- 
neers with reference to all the projects that have been testified about 
today, and their statements with reference to each project will go 
into the record at the point in the record where other testimony about 
it Was given. 

Senator Dworsnak. So General Itschner will not testify at this 
time / 

Senator Kerr. No, but if the Senator wanted him to, we will be glad 
tocall him. 

Senator Dworsuak. No, I will be glad to follow your procedure. 
The only reason I wanted to know was that I would certainly not take 
up the time of the committee to discuss the engineering background 
or the economic background. [will try to be very brief and the re are 
several witnesses here who do wish to testify. 

Senator Kerr. That is all right, Senator. You take all the time 
you please. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY C. DWORSHAK, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Senator DworsHak. First, may I say that the State of Idaho has 
four main rivers—the Snake the Salmon, the Clearwater, and the 
Kootenai. The Salmon and Clearwater Rivers join the Snake, and then 
subsequently flow into the Columbia at Pasco, Wash. 

Mr. Chairman, I sm interested at this particular time in having 
consideration of the proposed Bruces Eddy project which was ree- 
ommended more than a year ago by the Army Engineers Corps, be- 

cause unfortunately there have been many false charges and much mis- 

information and propaganda distributed and sent to disregard this 
project; consequently, because I know that until the project is author- 
ized that it is not possible for the Army Engineers Corps to be given 
any money for initiating an engineering study, I think that it is impor- 
tant now to ask for authorization of the Bruces Eddy project. on the 
North Fork of the Clearwater River. 
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Senator Kerr. Just a moment now. I wonder if one of the statf 
of the enginers would point out to us the project the Senator is talk- 
ing about there. 

General Irscuner. I would be glad to, Senator. 

The Clearwater River has its mouth at the Snake River at Lewiston, 
Idaho, and Clarkston, Wash. It has three principal branches: The 
South Fork, and the Middle Fork, which join in the town of Kooskia, 
Idaho; and the North Fork, which joins the Clearwater River at Oro- 
fino. 

Senator Kerr. Where does this river have its confluence with the 
Snake River? 

General Irscuner. It has its confluence with the Snake River at 
Lewiston, Idaho, and Clarkston, Wash. 

Senator Kerr. Where does the Snake River come in from at that 
point ¢ 

General Irscuner. The Snake River has its source in Wyoming, 
crosses a good deal of Ic: tho, with a large loop to the saa goes up 
through the Hells Canyon Reach, and joins the Clearwater at Lew- 
iston. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is that approximately 90 miles downstream 
from the site of the propesed high Heils Canyon Dam / 

General Irscuner. That is right, it is about 90 miles north of the 
proposed site of the high Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Dworsuak. It is on the Clearwater above—bet ween 

General Irscuner. Where the Clearwater empties into the Snake, 
below the Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Kerr. Where would the proposed Hells Canyon dam site 
be? 

General Irscuner. The proposed Hells Canyon dam site would be 
about in this vicinity [indicating], about 90 miles south or upstream 
from Lewiston, Idaho. 

Senator Kerr. What I am trying to get in my mind is the way the 
water flows. 

General Irscuner. The water flows— 

Senator Kerr. That water is flowing west in the Clearwater River: 
is It not ? 

General Irscuner. Yes; and the water in the Snake River is flow- 
ing north. They join and both flow to the west, joining the Columbia 
near the city of Pasco, Wash. 

Senator Kerr. And the site of Hells Canyon Dam is south and west 
of the proposed Bruces Eddy Dam ¢ 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And it neither affects the other in any way / 

General IrscHNER. Not directly. 

Senator Kerr. I mean there is none of the water flowing along the 
Clearwater River that passes the Hells Canyon dam site? 

General IrscuNner. No, sir; nor vice versa. 

Senator Kerr. Nor vice versa. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. The dam that the Senator was 
speaking of, Bruces Eddy Dam, is on the north fork of the Clearwater 
River, just above its confluence with the main Clearwater River. 

Senator Kerr. And if built would hold back water which otherwise 
would flow into the Snake River below the Hells Canyon project if 
built / 
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General Itscuner. That is right, sii 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Senator Dworsuak. Pursuing that phase of the aeresrenents Mr. 
( ‘hairman, I would like to stress that in 1948 when we had devastating 
Hoods in the lower Columbia River Basin—near Vanport. and Port- 
land—the record shows that the Snake River discharged only about 
one-sixth or one-seventh of the total flow; the Salmon River, which 
runs into the Snake just south of Lewiston, discharged about two- 
sixths; and the Clearwater River about three-sixths. 

Senator Kerr. About half of it / 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes. In other words, of the three great rivers 
which form the Snake River, which is the main tributary of the Co- 
lumbi: Snake is not recognized as a flood threat, because there 
are about 15 or 18 reservoirs constructed on the Snake River—there 
are no reservoirs on the Salmon River or the Clearwater River at the 
present time; and so the real danger and threat at this time comes 
from the runoff on those two rivers. 

L want to a that there is absolutely no relationship of the 
proposed Bruces Eddy project and the high Hells Canyon Dam, be- 
cause the 2 sites are about 160 miles apart. 

Senator Kerr. And none of the water of either contributes to what 
could be impounded in the other, is that correct ? 

Senator Dworsnax. That is correct. 

As of a year ago, as I recall, in the conference committee of the 
Appropriations Committee—and I think the chairman of this sub- 
committee sat beside me—there was $100,000 in the bill as approved 
by the Senate to enable the Army engineers to initiate a study of the 
Bruces Eddy project, but because there had been no authorization of 
this project, that item was deleted by the conference committee. 

While there is considerable controversy unfortunately, because of 
the lack of Sener understanding of what is proposed at this time 
in this project, many people, including myself, believe that the only 
way we can undertake to study this project by the Army Engineers 
Corps is to get an authorization. 

I am advised by General Itschner that it will take about 2 years to 
complete those studies. Likewise, currently, there is being made an 
extensive study, and survey by the Federal Fish and Wildlife Service. 
That study will require something over 3 years: 1 year has already 
passed, so it will require about 2 years more, which means if we pro- 
ject these studies to the picture about 2 years, the Congress will then 
have opportunity to receive all of the information from an engineer- 
ing standpoint, and also so far as the fish and wildlife problems are 
related to this particular project. Therefore, 2 years from now the 
Congress can have an opportunity to review these reports, and then 
determine what kind of project will be constructed, if it is determined 
that a project should then be constructed at the Bruces Eddy site. 

Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat surprised that many telegrams 
are mes into the committee and a few into my office from prob: ably 
12 or 15 States. These telegrams have been inspired by the National 
Federation of Fish and W ildlife, and I am not critical because I say 
that I have no desire at this time to force a project upon anybody 
until such time as all of the facts relating to the project are studied 
and disclosed, but it would seem to me that if there is any justification 
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in the many claims, which are being made by these conservation 
groups that it is unwise to build Bruces E ddy because of fish and wild- 
life the committee should have the benefit of these studies so that 
2 years from now, instead of dealing in propaganda and misinforma- 
tion, we will have the opportunity to lay before the proper committees 
of the Congress these factual reports upon which to base any de- 
cision which is made at that time. 

I am not going to go into any controversy as to the failures of 
these things, because . think the way the committee is proceeding is 
logical and sound in trying to get all this information. 

I may say, Mr. Chairman, while the Army engineers recommended 
2 vears ago the Bruces Eddy Dam on the North Fork and the Penny 
Cliffs project on the Middle Fork, no efforts are being made to under- 
take a study of that at the present time, so it appears from that 
there may be some justification at this time to request that the Army 
engineers who made the original study of the two dams several years 
ago, and I may point out that I was responsible for getting them the 
money to enable the engineers to make these studies. 

Again I want to stress that I have no desire to push the construction 
of Bruces Eddy Dam, but merely to get an authorization which will 
enable the Congress to provide the funds which are necessary if the 
Army Engineer Te orps is to undertake the study. 

I think that is about all T have to say on this subject. TI shall re- 
main and listen to what is said by the witnesses, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hruska. May [ask just one or two questions? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, Senator Hruska. 

Senator Hruska. What is the relative size of the Middle Fork and 
the North Fork ? 

Senator Dworsnak. I think about the same. A few years ago the 
Army engineers proposed a dam at Kooskia, which would store the 
water of the Middle Fork and the South Fork, but because it would 
flood out the town of Caniar, the engineers did not pursue that. - 

The North Fork is possibly the largest of the three branches. 

Senator Hruska. What is your requested authorization for that, 
Sentor Dworshak ? 

Senator DworsHaK. Yes, just an authorization for the Army en- 
gineers for them to be able to undertake a study, because technically 
no funds can be allocated for this study until the project is authorized. 
This has nothing to do with construe tion. 

It will require about 2 years to complete both the engineering and 
fish and wildlife studies, so the real decision will be made 2 years 
from now. 

Senator Kerr. I think that the general has something to say to 
vou. 

General Irscuner. May we go off the record, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Kerr. Yes: off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Dworsnak. I might say that T have two witnesses with me 
today whom I would like to introduce: Mr. A. B. Curtis, of Orofino. 
and Mr. Robert Werner, editor of the Clearwater Tribune. 

Senator Kerr. I want to place in the record a statement by Senator 
Murray, filed with the committee, and have them tabulate the tele- 
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crams that have come to the committee and to the chairman, both 
of this subcommittee and of the full committee, stating positions on 
this project. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C., July 17, 1956 
Hon. Ropert 8. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Senute Public Works Com 
mittee, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: It would be a very serious mistake in my judgment to 
include authorization of Bruces Eddy in the omnibus rivers and harbors bill 
I understand this is being urged on your subcommittee. 

Studies of the proposed dam are not sufficiently advanced to make clear if 
it is desirable. While Army engineers have completed preliminary work, it is 
iny understanding that no detailed engineering has been done. Studies by 
wildlife agencies on the effect on steelhead salmon runs, wildlife range, and 
recreational potentialities of the area have not been completed as they should be. 

The sudden pressure for authorization of Bruces Eddy is, of course, also part 
and parcel of the strategy to put over the power “partnership” in the Pacific 
Northwest, clutter the Snake River with low dams instead of high Hells Canyon 
Dam, and establish an “Ebasco Valley Authority” in the Columbia Basin. 

Bruces Eddy and Pennycliffs Dam were first advanced as providing a substi 
tute for the storage which would be lost by private development of the Hells 
Canyon Dam stretch of the Snake River. As this year’s floods in the lower 
Columbia Basin demonstrated, potential flood control capacity both on the Snake 
and the Clearwater Rivers needs to be utilized; they are not alternative. 

I urge your committee not to act on this matter but hold it over for adequate 
consideration in the next Congress. 

Sincerly yours, 
JAMES E. MURRAY 


Bruces Eppy DAM AND RESERVOIk, IDAHO 
(S. Doe. 51, 84th Cong., Ist sess.) 


Location.—On North Fork Clearwater River 1.9 miles above its confluence with 

Clearwater River which is 41 miles upstream from Lewiston, Idaho. 

Report authorized by.—Senate Public Works Committee resolution October 
1951. 

Existing project—None specifically authorized in this location but proposed 
project would form a valuable addition to the main control plan for Columbia 
River of which several authorized units are not now capable of development as 
originally planned (John Day, Priest Rapids, Hells Canyon, Glacier View). 

Plan of recommended improvement.—An earthen-core rock fill dam, 570 feet in 
effective height creating a reservoir of 1,433,000 acre-feet of usable storage with 
a total power installation of 240,000 kilowatts. 


Estimated cost 


Federal | Non-Federal | Total 





Project Goeamietit. 2. 5.2. ee Stee | $122, 935, 000 0 $122, 935, 000 
Current 122, 650, 000 0 122, 650, 000 


Local cooperation.—No capital investment required : Local interests must oper- 
ate and maintain log-passing facilities. (See comments of the Bureau of the 
Budget.) 
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Project economics 


Project docu- Current 
ment 

Annual charges $5, 209, 000 $6, 042, 000 
Annual benefits: 

Flood contro} 1, 725, 600 1, 747, 000 

Navigation 537, 000 537, 000 

Power 8, 175, 000 8, 175, 000 

Recreation 45, 000 36, 000 

Total sacl hats toeine arnt é 10, 482, 600 10, 495, 000 

Benefit-cost ratio sa 2.01:1 1. 74:1 


Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—The Bureau of the Budget interposed 
no objections to submission of the project document to the Congress but stated 
that authorization for complete Federal development is not in accord with the 
President's program until the possibilities of local participation have been fully 
explored. (While local interests have studied development of power available 
at the site, it is unlikely, in view of the large downstream flood control and 
power benefits involved, that they would undertake full project development 
unless some form of Federal participation is authorized. ) 


Senator Hruska. May I add, Mr. Chairman, as to those telegrams 
are some that I have received? I think there are 2 or 3. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator NevuperGer. Mr. Chairman, I have telegrams here that | 
have received from people that I would like to put into the record, 
if I may. 

(The above-mentioned documents follow :) 


Proposed Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams on Clearwater River will exter- 
minate migratory fish, greatly reduce winter range for thousands of elk, ruin 
tourist trade, and flood much of Lewis-Clark Highway, costing hundred thousand 
a mile to build. People here unalterably opposed to these dams. We sincerely 
hope you vote against any authorization of these projects. 

MauRICE HARLAND, 
Secretary, Whitepine Sportsman Association. 
HAROLD MILTON, 
Secretary, Troy Chamber of Commerce. 
EpWARD SOLBERT, 
President, District Wildlife Federation. 


The General Federation of Women’s Clubs urges the consideration of and 
provision for adequate wildlife habitat in any program of development of natural 
resources. We are opposed to the destroying of one resource in the development 
of another which the building of Bruces Eddy Dam will do. We urge your con- 
sideration of alternate sides. Respectfully request that this wire be a part of 
vour hearings record. 

Mrs. Martan T. WEATHERFORD, 
Chairman, Conservation Department, 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 


Appreciate your interests and efforts in behalf of conservation of natural 
resources. Am deeply concerned now with appropriation for Bruces Eddy Dam 
in H. R. 12080, as power-company spokesmen have boasted that if they can get 
even $1 appropriated toward the dam they “can get it built.” Urge you lend 
effort to have appropriation deleted from upcoming omnibus bill. 

Regards. 

DoNALD THOMAS, 
Vanager, KRLC, Lewiston, Idaho. 
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We have wired Hon. Dennis Chavez, chairman Public Works Committee, 
opposing the including of Bruces Eddy Dam in Idaho’s Clearwater River, in 
H. R. 12080 studies by wildlife agencies, to determine effects on big game and 
sea-run fish has not been completed. We sincerely request that you do all pos 
sible to stop this project from becoming part of H. R. 12080, and that this wire 
be placed in the hearing records. 

Bruce L. YEAGER. 
President, Wildlife Federation of Oregon. 


Object to authorization of Bruces Eddy Dam in H. R. 12080 or separate legis- 
lation. Dam would annihilate vast runs of steelhead and salmon, flood winter 
range, and seasonal migration routes for thousands of deer and elk. This dam 
pork-barrel project for timber company wanting log pond at public expense. 


Morron R. BRIGHAM. 
Idaho Wildlife Federation, 
Committee To Save the Clearwater Elk. 


The unholy alliance of Army engineers, power interests, 
would like to have the taxpayers foot the bill 
Dam. I hope you will oppose H. R. 12080. 

Sincerely. 


and timber barons 
for a log pond above Bruces Eddy 


* 
E. M. WyGant, Lewiston, Idaho. 
Senator Kerr. Who isthe first witness you have, Senator / 
Senator DworsHak. Mayor A. B. Curtis, of Orofino. I understand 
he will make a statement for the two of them. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. CURTIS, MAYOR, OROFINO, IDAHO 


Mr. Curtis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 

s A. B. Curtis, mayor of Orofino, Idaho. 

7 appear before you today to urge that you include in the pending 
bill an authorization for the construction of the Bruces E ddy project 
on the North Fork of the Clearwater River in Idaho for flood control, 
navigation, power, and other purposes, as part of the comprehensive 
plan for the Columbia Basin substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers contained in his renort 
on the Snake River and its tributaries dated April 25, 1955, printed 
as Senate Document 51, 84th Congress, with a provision ‘that the 
power and generating facilities authorized m: iy be constructed, oper- 
ated, and maintained ‘by a licensee, under the provisions of the Federal 
Power Act. 

I would suggest to the committee that any such authorization pro- 
vide further that, if within a period of 2 years from the date o* the 
authorization an appropriate application was not filed with the Fed- 
eral Power Commission, the Federal Government proceed with the 
construction of the entire project. 

I appear today on behalf of numerous civic organizations, local 
wildlife conservation, and miscellaneous local government groups in 
the Clearwater River area of Idaho. 

In addition to the above, I am also a director of the Inland Empire 
Waterways Association of Walla Walla, Wash. 

Since 1918 I have lived and been continuously employed in the 
region of the proposed Clearwater dams development, as proposed 
hy the Army Corps of Engineers. 

81980—56——19 
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In 1928 I became the chief fire warden of the Clearwater Timber 
Protective Association and State fire warden for the Idaho Depart- 
ment of Forestry. 

In 1945 1 became chief fire warden of the Potlatch Timber Protective 
Association and State fire warden for the Potlatch Forest Protective 
District. 

All of these official positions I still occupy. 

By reason of my intimate knowledge of our resources—water, for- 
estry, and wildlife—I feel well qualified to speak upon this develop- 
ment of water resources as proposed. 

The Clearwater River system from the records of 1894, 1933, and 
1948 has been the principal flooder of the Snake River system. The 
flood control provided by the Bruces Eddy project, with 1,453,000 
acre-feet of usable storage, would have major benefits along the lower 
Columbia River. 

Had it been in existence in 1948, the Vanport disaster might not 
have occurred. Due to the rugged topography of the Clearwater 
Basin, the only site for natural-resource processing plants that are 
essential to the balancing of our economy are the limited flood plains 
area along the Clearwater River. 

At present, plans and transportation routes serving them are in 
these areas. All expansion must be in these regions. 

There has been comment to the press and statements made before 
congressional committees and governmental agencies that the Clear- 
water River development would eliminate Idaho’s elk herd. I desire 
to refute such fantastic statements on the basis of my intimate know!- 
edge of these resources since 1928. 

Senator Kerr. Just a moment. Is the Idaho elk herd a taxpaying 
agency of any kind in the State of Idaho ! 

Mr. Curtis. Not that I know of. 

Senator Kerr. I thought that I knew what it meant, but I just 
wanted to be sure. 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. 

I recognize the interest which sportsmen have in the area involved. 
I might add that I am just as interested in the protection of wildlife 
resources as any one of those who have expressed opposition to our 
projects. 

Certainly they have a right to be heard. I regret to say that certain 
absentee wildlife critics have perhaps unwittingly become a front for 
obstructionists. Their ill-advised remarks are being made without 
basis of competent information, and have caused a wave of indigna- 
tion throughout the Clearwater River Valley. 

All local wildlife organizations are in strong support of the Clear- 
water River development. Only nonresident wildlife and conserva- 
tion groups and wilderness societies are opposed. 

All of the opposition stems from a handful of individuals who 
apparently, for some ulterior motive, desire to keep the Clearwater 
section of Idaho undeveloped, even at the expense of economic strife 
to Idaho citizens. 

I am pleased to present statements from well-informed wildlife 
persons which will completely refute the misleading statements made 
concerning the loss of elk and deer. Our claims that wildlife inter- 
ests will not be seriously affected are based upon the 1948-49 survey 
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of the State of Idaho Fish and Game Department and the United 
States Forest Service, both of which participated in a very compre- 
hensive survey. 

The above-mentioned winter season was the far worst of record 
because of unusual snow depth and severe temperatures which caused 
elk and deer to feed in lower elevations. It is well brought out in 
the joint survey that approximately 95 percent of the elk and deer 
herds are 25 miles or more above the Bruces Eddy pool area as pro- 
posed in the North Fork drainage and only a few scattered animals 
are believed to exist near the region of development. a 

On the Middle Fork of the Clearwater by far the greater majority 
of the animals range well above the proposed flowage area of the 
Penny Cliffs projects. 

It is noted that the preponderance of objections come from people 
and organizations who are many miles away from Idaho and have 
merely joined a campaign of opposition at the request of a few. 

Senator Hruska. Before you leave the subject of wildlife, may I ask 
this: It seems that some of the telegrams that have been referred to a 
little bit ago were directed to fish and sea-run fish. I notice in your 
testimony that you have consistently referred to big game. 

Does that mean you are not interested in fish, or are fish mentioned 
somewhere later in your testimony ? 

Mr. Curtis. I am glad you mentioned that, because fish are of so 
very little importance that it was not worth mentioning. 

In 1 year there were only 35 salmon going through, and in the year 
1954 there were none. 

The steelhead fishing is a sport fishing. It is not a commercial fish, 
and we do have a little steelhead fishing in the Clearwater River, but it 
is relatively minor, as compared to other sporting streams. 

Senator Hruska. Are those things covered in the 1948-49 report of 
the Idaho Fish and Game Commission ¢ 

Mr. Curtis. No, there is no information whatsoever as to fish, but 
the Army engineers have performed a very fine survey and are doing a 
marvelous job in taking care of the fish situation; and, as I mentioned 
a moment ago, the commercial fish situation in the Clearwater is prac- 
tically of no importance. It is of nil importance. 

According to the survey of the Army engineers, I believe it was 33 
fish. 

Senator Nevsercer. What about sports fishing? That is substan- 
tial; isn’t it? 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. Steelhead ? 

Mr. Curtis. Not nearly so much as in other areas. There is a very 
fine report on the number of steelheads, which was 2,000, which is very 
trivial as compared to 8,000 down in the lower Columbia. 

Senator Neuberger. There is still a good fish run for a small river; 
isn’t there? 

Mr. Curtis. Last week, Senator, I had the pleasure of taking a fish- 
ing trip with quite a few people and among them were some very fine 
sportsmen and fishermen. 

Senator Neupercer. Including the president of the Idaho State 
Wildlife Federation ? 

Mr. Curtis. That is right, including Mr. Ted Wagner, president of 
the State of Idaho Wildlife Federation. 
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Mr. Wagner is supposed to be one of the best fishermen in the State, 
and Mr. Ted Wagner cast his line all day, fished all day, and caught 
not one fish. 

Senator Kerr. You mean he didn’t even catch one that got away? 

Mr. Curtis. He didn’t even catch one that got away. I think there 
was one other fellow that did catch a squaw, or some such. As a 
matter of fact, L have thrown away all my fishing gear a long time ago. 

Senator NEupercer. How about these representatives of the fish and 
wildlife federation from Pennsylvania and New Hampshire? Do 
you presume that they have been catching any fish in the Clearwater 
River recently ? 

Mr. Curtis. I don’t believe they have ever been there, sir. I was 
really speaking for the local people. There are only 2 or 3 of the local 
people who are opposed to it, and they sent that propaganda out 
through letters and suggested it and the rest of these clubs 

Senator Neupercer. | would like to ask you, to begin with this is 
something that interests me as a Senator. 

Do you mean that when a person comes from another area and ex- 
presses an opinion on something, that it is really a non sequitur ? 

I have seen the Congressional Record any number of days just filled 
with letters and editorials against Hells Canyon from all parts or 
places in the United States way away from Hells Canyon. 

I would never say those people had no right to express an opinion. 
Would you say those people had no right to express an opinion on 
damming the Clearwater River because they don’t live out there? 

Mr. Curtis. I would say this, Senator, we are glad to have the 
opinion of the people from New Jersey and Pennsylvania and New 
Hampshire, and so on. However, I wrote to some of the people who 
protested this, and I didn’t have the courtesy of an answer. I wanted 
to invite them out. 

I wrote to half a dozen wildlife groups and not even one wrote a 
reply. 

Senator Nevpercer. I take it, Mayor, that you are not at all op- 
posed to them expressing their opinion. You are just trying to urge 
the committee not to let them make the decision for Idaho and for 
thecommittee. Isthat right? 

Mr. Curtis. That is right. 

Senator Nevsercer. I would presume that you folks in Idaho, just 
like those who live in Hells Canyon, don’t want to see those removed 
to be the controlling element in the decision on it ? 

Mr. Curtis. Why don’t they come and see for themselves ? 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, I might observe that from the tele- 
grams, and some quite recent in that regard, I hold a telegram from 
Mr. Charles Einspahr of the Nebraska Council of Sports Groups, and 
he indicates that studies by wildlife agencies to determine the effect 
on big game and fish are not completed. It seems to me that if that 
is their attitude, that is fine. I can see some distinction between peo- 
ple from all over America speaking as authorities on the subject, and 
those who express an interest, and those who are willing to be gov- 
erned by the facts and by findings from competent authorities. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any further questions? 


Senator Nevsercer. I would like the witness to finish his testimony 
first. 
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Mr. Curtis. And I would like to have a map over here, to which I 
will come back to wildlife for a further statement. 

We in Idaho must broaden our tax base. We are facing a finan- 
cial crisis in Idaho due primarily to heavy Federal ownership of our 
natural resources and almost exorbitant taxes. Personal income tax 
and property tax cannot go higher. This briefly is the predicament 
that our State is in, and we do not have to look far to see what can 
happen when too much of a State’s resources comes under Government 
or public control. 

It is extremely important, when considering the economy of Idaho, 
to understand that two-thirds of the land area of Idaho is controlled 
by the Federal Government. The State and political subdivisions of 
the State receive very little revenue from this Federal ownership. 
Idaho, by geographic location and its mountainous terrain, has also 
been limited in its industrial expansion. We have been a natural re- 
source and raw- product State to a large degree. 

Tax valuation of Clearwater County is about $914 million. The 
county is 52 percent federally owned, and is lar gely supported by tim- 
ber resources in Federal, State, and private ownership. The area 
surrounding the pool of the proposed Bruces Eddy Dam is largely 
privately owned. 

The timber values are being reduced each year by logging opera 
tions, and within a relatively ‘short time the county will be facing a 
crisis in the maintenance of its schools, roads, and other community 
services unless a new broader tax resource can be found to help sus- 
tain the economy. 

With Bruces Eddy Dam and Reservoir being built by the Federal 
Government to supply downstream flood-control benefits, and the 
power components constructed by a private utility the county can 
face the future with some assurance of future economic self-sufficiency. 

At the end of 1954, 44 percent of all State and local revenue was 
derived from ad valorem or property taxation. This is an unhealthy 
condition as the mere ownership of property does not assure income. 

There are two ways to correct this situation, by either changing 
our tax structure within the State or by gaining new taxpayers. The 
second of these alternatives is very attractive to a State like Idaho. 
This is particularly true if the new taxpayer will furnish more money 
to the State and local units of government than he demands in 
services. 

Power features of the Bruces Eddy project could be an excellent 
example of business enterprise which will furnish a large capital 
addition to the ad valorem base in Idaho. 

Government authorization does not mean immediate construction, 
and with competition from every river basin in the country for F ed- 
eral funds, any money that can be developed from such private in- 
vestment sources offers tremendous incentives for making the project 
a reality at an accelerated time table. 

We know that the Government alone, by itself, is not going to pro- 
vide the million dollars a day needed to keep up with the power de- 
mands in the Pacific Northwest region. Taxpaying utilities that are 
serving Idaho must grow with the State’s population. 

Under present all-Federal development, Idaho citizens are re- 
garded as second-class consumers, not entitled to the same considera- 
tion as the public power beneficiaries of our neighboring States. 
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I think I speak for most of the people of Idaho when I say we are 
opposed to full Federal authorization of the project including the 
power facilities. 

We are fearful that after any such authorization, the full Federal 
development would lay dormant like the lower Snake projects. 

In a letter dated June 1, 1955, from Secretary of the Army Robert 
T. Stevens addressed to the Honorable Dennis Chavez, chairman, 
Jommittee on -Public Works, United States Senate, Washington, 
D. C., which was written concerning local utility participation for 
the electrical generation on Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs, Secretary 
of the Army Stevens in part stated: 


In view of the fact that a large proportion of the benefits of the projects con- 
sist of flood-control benefits and of benefits to downstream Federal dams, the 
Chief of Engineers considers that construction of either project as a whole is un- 


likely to be financially profitable for any licensee unless some form of Federal 
financial participation is authorized. 


A partnership arrangement, under which the Federal Government would build 
the dam and non-Federal interest the power facilities, could be developed so as 
to conform generally to previously proposed partnership plans. 

Now, Senator, I mentioned to you a moment ago a few exhibits, and 
1 would just briefly go over these and turn them in for the record if you 
so desire. 

Senator Kerr. That will be all right. They may be filed with the 
record. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you very kindly. I have here a resolution of the 
Clearwater Dams Organization, an organization of several people in 
the Clearwater area who are out working very actively trying to im- 
plement our Bruces Eddy project. 

I have here a statement from Mr. Irad Carr, a man of many years’ 
experience in conducting tours and fishing parties throughout the area 
we are discussing, and he states here his reasons why he thinks it would 
have no real effect on the wildlife and game. 

Then I have one from Mr. Vern O. Thornton, who has lived here and 
conducted fishing parties and hunting parties for many, many years. 

Then I have a resolution from the Idaho Outdoor Association. In- 
cidentally, there are three of them in the valley, local chapters, at 
Orofino, and two others. 

Then a letter from Mr. Charles Frensdorf, who has lived in this re- 
gion and knows it intimately from flying over it frequently and other- 
wise. 

Then a letter from Perd Hughes who has also lived in this area a 
long time and is very familiar with it. Then a resolution of the North 
Idaho Chamber of Commerce, followed by a resolution of the Board 
of County Commissioners of Clearwater County, Idaho. 

I don’t like to get into politics, but this board happens to be all Dem- 
ocrats, and they are very heartily in favor of this project. 

Then there is a telegram and a letter from the Grangeville Wild Life 
Association by Robert Bartz, president, and the letter by C. I. Stell- 
mon. 

Then I would like to go to the map, if I have your permission. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. 

Mr. Curtis. Senators and gentlemen, this is a map made up of the 
national forests, the Middle Fork and the North Fork. 
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This here [indicating] represents the Clearwater National Forest, 
and represents practically the entire forest area. This here [indicat- 

ng] is the Bitterroot National Forest. It extends on into Montana. 

Then here is the Tolo National Forest and the Nez Perce National 
Forest. I am discussing that because here is the North Fork, and the 
lsruces Eddy project is located right here [indicating]. 

I am not going to speak so long. 

Senator Kerr. Where is the Bruces Eddy project ? 

Mr. Curtis. Right here is the Bruces Eddy project, and Orofino is 
something like 2 air miles as the crow flies or 4 miles around by the 
highway. ; 

I live here in Orofino, and I am the mayor serving my third term. 
[ have been the manager of all these forests since 1928. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Who owns those forest lands ? 

Mr. Curtis. The green lands are national forests. The white lands 
ure largely State of Idaho. This particular section [indicating] is 
all Idaho, 40’s and 160’s, and then here are something like 40,000 acres 
public domain, and that is public power supply land, and the Great 
Milwaukee Railroad, the Diamond Match Corp., the Ohio Match Corp., 
the Potlatch Corp., and all of that ownership are in here. 

This map, gentlemen, is an exact facsimile of the United States 
Forest Service showing the major elk herds in Idaho, and the worst 
winter we had a few years ago which was 1949 squeezed the elk into 
the lower canyon and developed a very minimum amount of feeding 
in the very worst winter vou could possibly have. It was 298,000 
acres of land which they grazed upon. That is shown in green. 

The dark green is the very critical winter range. That is where 
the elk are compressed into deep canyons by lack of feed. 

Senator DworsHAk. Where will be the back point of the project? 

Mr. Curtis. Twenty-five miles and fifty miles from the center of it. 
Some of these elk herds you hear about in Idaho—and I hope you 
come out and shoot a few of them, I do it and enjoy it. I am just as 
good a sportsman and conservationist as the next man. 

I take care of them and I think I am just as good a sportsman as 
the nearest one, and better than many of them. You will find that 
they are 25 miles and more above the flowage of the Bruces Eddy 
pool. 

Senator Neusercer. To begin with, Mr. Curtis, I would like to say 
this: You are very critical with so-called nonresidents, and I am not 
nearly so familiar with that area as you are but I have been all through 
it many, many times, and I am somewhat familiar with it. 

I have a great many letters from people who are residents of the 
State of Idaho who express their opinions. 

Isn't it a fact that the Idaho Wildlife Federation chapters, many 
of them, voted in favor of this project 

Mr. Curtis. Not all the chapters of Idaho. There were some, but 
those were only the ones who were out of the area. 

Mr. Cullen has testified against it and so have the rest of them also 
in other parts of the State. 

Senator Neupercer. I have a letter from the president of the Lewis 
and Clark Wildlife Club. Isn’t he closer than Grangeville? 

Mr. Curtis. No. 

Senator Neusercer. How far is Grangeville? 
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Mr. Curtis. Iam talking about Clearwater. 

Senator Nevrercer. But you said Grangev ille is how far? 
ville is not very far, is it? 

Mr. Curtis. It is tbout 50 miles. 

Senator Neusercer. How far is Lewis and Clark Bridge? 

Mr. Curtis. ‘It is a little less than 50 miles. 

Senator NeuBerRGER. So they are not far away, are they? 

Mr. Curtis. We are talking about Clearwater and at times only 10 
miles can make the difference. It is just over the hill. 

Senator Neusercer. You mentioned, for example, that Grangeville 
is much closer than these other groups, and I am trying to show vou 
that there is a volume of resident opinion right in your own State that 
is opposed to these projects. 

You have been very critical of the protests from people from the 
East who are very critical of it, and I am trying to show you that there 
are people in Idaho who are familiar with the outdoors and who are 
still opposed to it. 

Isn’t it possible that these people in the East are getting their infor- 
mation from the people in Idaho who are perhaps just as familiar with 
itas you are? They might not share your viewpoint, but what I am 
saying is it isn’t because they aren’t as familiar with it. 

Mr. Curtis. I disagree with it. 

Senator NeuperGcrr. That is quite a different thing than saying this 
is all an absentee situation. Of course you disagree and that is quite 
your right to disagree, and you may be right and they may be wrong, 
but the point I am trying to establish is that there is a great deal of 
resident opinion in your own State of Idaho that is opposed to these 
Clearwater projects. 

Mr. Curtis. That may be true, but those who live there and know 
about it, it would be a very, very small percentage, say, less than one- 
half of 1 percent. It would be less than 1 out of 2. You mentioned, 
I believe, a person who is the secretary of the wildlife group who is 
opposed to any of these projects. He is an ardent sportsman. He is 
opposed. He believes it, and he has perh: ips more than anything else 
spread the propaganda of being opposed to it but Mr. Br igham hap- 
pens to represent far less than 1 percent of the people who like it. 

Senator Nevpercer. I do think you will agree that Mr. Brigham 
is not an absentee wildlife critic. You would not so describe him, 
would you 4 

Mr. Curtis. I think he is probably absentee. 

Senator Nevusercer. You do not regard Mr. Brigham as a resident ? 

Mr. Curtis. Certainly not. I don’t think he would be a resident 
if he lived there. 

Senator Neupercer. You regard Mr. Brigham as a nonresident ? 

Mr. Curtis. Yes, he is 40 miles aw: Ly. 

Senator Neusercer. Where is your hometown, Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsuak. I come from the entire State of Idaho. I do 
not come from one town. 

Senator Neupercer. Then Mr. Brigham is an officer of the wildlife 
club of Idaho and it might be that he would feel that he represents the 
whole State as a wildlife group. He does not represent the whole 
State as a Senator does, but he represents that entire group. 


Grange- 
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Mr. Curtis. He represents that group but there are a number of the 
membership who are opposed to it. 

Senator NEUBERGER. But they are on record opposing it / 

Mr. Curtis. Opposing it. 

Senator Neupercer. Yes, and yet you still say because he lives in 
Lewiston he is an absentee critic? I just want to get that clear. 

Mr. Curtis. I am talking about the local people who live in Clear- 
water County and upstream areas. 

Senator Nevpercer. You think anybody else is an absentee? Is 
that your stand—that anybody else except the Clearwater resident is 
an absentee critic / 

Mr. Curtis. I would consider the ones in Lewiston to qualify as ab- 
sentee sportsmen. 

Senator NeuBberGER. [ have a telegram here, for example, from many 
who are opposed to Bruces Eddy Dam; one from Mr. Maurice Har- 
iand, secretary of the Whitepine Sportsman Association, and Mr. Ed- 
ward Solbert, president, district 2, wildlife federation. Are they 
likewise absentee critics ? 

Mr. Curtis. I don’t think they have ever seen the project. I think 
they are absentee. 

Senator Neupercer. I see. I just want the record to show that 
these people from the State of Idaho are regarded by you as absentee, 
and you regard Mr. Brigham as an absentee critic also. 

[ am interested in the last part of your testimony about the partner- 
ship aspects of this project. You believe that the projects at Bruces 
Eddy and Penny Cliffs should be constructed by the Government but 
with the private utilities contributing the powerhouse portion, of 
course, and then operating the powerhouse and receiving it back? 

Mr. Curtis. If it could be worked out as was proposed in the Green 
Peter project, in Oregon. 

Senator Neupercer. The Green Peter project, I am sure, was au- 
thorized as a Federal project. It is not a partnership project. Cer- 
tain private power companies would like to make it a partnership be- 
cause they get the powerplants 

Mr. Curtis. There are some that are partnerships since 1905, aren’t 
there? 

Senator Nevpercer. Will you give me an example of a partnership 
project in an operation pr esently in operation, in which the private 
utility company has the powerhouse and the Government has put up 
the structure of the dam? 

Mr. Curtis. In the Northwest ? 

Senator NEUBERGER. Yes. 

Mr. Curtis. Of course, there are several being proposed but there 
are none yet. 

Senator Neupercer. The ones that are pending are the ones that 
are presently pending as Federal projects but duly authorized 
that they can become partnership projects. 

Mr. Curtis. I don’t know. I can’t possibly argue that because I am 
not as well informed as you are, but I am trying to tell you what the 
people of my county want. We think there should be some upstream 
benefits as well as downstream benefits that we must like also. 

Senator NEuBERGER. Let’s just forget the wildlife controversy and 
conservation controversy. We are not talking about that now. 
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Why do you believe it should be a partnership? Why should the 
project not be a public project like Grand Coulee and some of those 
others ? 

Mr. Curtis. I am glad you asked me that. We have something 
like nine thousand families. Our teachers are probably being paid 
the least of any teachers anywhere. The county salaries sound like 
county aid. Our roads are in the most deplorable condition. We 
don’t even have gravel on some of them. It is either mud or dust. 
We can’t run our county. 

We have taxed everything to the very limit. I explained that in 
my previous testimony very carefully. We absolutely must have 
something to broaden our tax base. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, how would a partnership dam—— 

Mr. Curtis. Because we would be able to tax them and get some 
money out of them, out of the utility providing the kilowatts. 

Senator Neusercer. Under that sort of an arrangement, who would 
own the partnership dam ? 

Mr. Curtis. I don’t know. I don’t care. 

Senator Neusercer. You have come here and advocated a partner- 
ship project in a very controversial situation and a very large project. 

(ea you aware of how this would operate? Who would own the 
dam? Could you tell us who would own the dam ? 

Mr. Curtis. I have mentioned that I have felt that the Army 
Corps of Engineers should build the dam and own it and regulate 
it and control the water. 

Senator Neupercer. How do you feel you can tax the Army ? 

Mr. Curtis. We can’t, but we could tax the generators and trans- 
mission lines and so on, if that is all we can get. 

Senator Nevupercer. Let me get you straight. You think you can 
get your county out of trouble by taxing the generators and trans- 
mission lines of the private power company. 

Are you familiar with the information that has been introduced 
regarding the partnership of John Day in which the private utility 
company gets the power. Isn’t that the only bill under that partner- 
ship arrangement at that time? 

Mr. Curtis. Yes, if you take into consideration the Priest Rapids 
project, but 

Senator Neunercrr. The reason I didn’t question that is because 
that is owned by the public agency, and the tax field wouldn’t enter 
into it. 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. Under the partnership arrangement, I would 
like to ask you a few quetsions. Who would own the dam under the 
partnership plan? 

Mr. Curtis. I really haven’t thought about that bill for a long time. 
I believe that the Federal Government would own it. 

Senator Neusercer. The Federal Government would own it? Let’s 
ask the lawyers about that. 

General IrscHNner. Our counsel is with us. 

Senator Neupercer. The Federal Government would own the dam 
and the private utility would generate power, and therefore would 
own = generators and the powerhouse, but not the dam, is that 
correct £ 
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Mr. Kimparu. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. And the private utility would get all the power 
from the dam for 50 years? 

Mr. Kimpatu. I believe that is correct, as I recall the bill. 

Senator Nevpercrer. They would get all the energy; is that not cor- 
rect ? 

Mr. Kimpau, I believe that is correct. 

(The information is as follows :) 


Examination of H. R. 5789, the current proposal for partnership development 
of the John Day project, discloses that it would provide for Federal ownership 
of the entire project including the powerhouse and generators. 


(An additional statement on this matter follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
July 24, 1956. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: You may recall that during the hearings on H. R. 12080, 
with respect to inclusion of the Bruces Eddy project as a possible partnership 
project, I discussed with the mayor of Orofino, Idaho, the issue of the taxability 
by local governments of partnership projects patterned on the legislation pro- 
posed for John Day Dam. 

In response to my requests of General Itschner, I have now received from him 
the attached letter, which clearly confirms my statement that such partnership 
projects would be wholly owned by the United States—whatever economic bene- 
fits from them might be turned over to private “partners.” Thus, these struc- 
tures would be beyond local tax laws. 

I suggest that this letter from General Itschner be placed in the hearing 
record at the appropriate point in the discussion. 

Sincerely, 
RicHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senator. 


JULY 19, 1956. 
Hon. RicHARD L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER : Reference is made to the question raised at the recent 
hearings before the Flocd Control—Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Public Works with respect to the ownership of the 
powerhouse and generators of the proposed John Day project under the pro- 
posal for construction of this project under the so-called partnership plan. 

The current proposal for construction of this project under a partnership ar- 
rangement is contained in H. R. 5789, introduced in the present Congress by 
Congressman Coon on April 21, 1955. From an examination of this bill it is 
clear that under its provisions all features of the John Day project, including the 
powerhouse and generators, would be owned by the United States. Section 5 (b) 
of the bill refers to the “construction of the federally owned John Day project.” 

The contribution of funds as proposed in H. R. 5789 is similar to local con- 
tributions toward navigation projects, authorized in section 4 of the River and 
Harbor Act of March 4, 1915 (33 U. S. C. 560) and toward flood-control projects, 
authorized by section 5 of the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, as amended 
(33 U. S. C. 701h). In these cases the projects are wholly owned by the United 
States. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, United States Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

Would you think your county would be able to get out of trouble by 
being able to tax these generators and a transmission line, Mr. Curtis? 

Mr. Curtis. It would be very helpful. 
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Senator Neupercer. That is why you preferred a partnership ar- 
rangement rather than owned by the Federal Government ! 

Mr. Curtis. We need something for taxation. We need it very 
badly. 

Senator Neusercer. Have you made any comparison at all in your 
area of comparative rates charged by the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration and by the Idaho Power Co. for electrical energy 

Mr. Curtis. I am not an expert on that, and I would just as soon 
say no. 

Senator Neupercer. I just wondered why you favor one method 
over another. Iam just trying to find out. 

Mr. Curtis. The reason I said this is because of our tax benefits 
for our people. You certainly shouldn’t condemn me for talking 
about my folks, the residents of our county. 

Senator Nevsercer. I haven’t condemned you. 

Mr. Curtts. It kind of appears that you are climbing after me. 

Senator Neupercer. I would say this, Mr. Curtis, that you have 
come here today and talked about people in other parts of the country, 
and condemned their motives and opinions, and I think in view of 
that I wouldn’t be necessarily climbing on you—you have been speak- 
ing, I think, a little sharply about these people. 

Mr. Curtis. I have been spoken a little bit sharply to about these 
wildlife people. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say this, Mr. Curtis: I understand the 
sentiments of my friend from Oregon; but you are free to express 
your opinion, and I am sure you can take care of yourself in this 
discussion, but there is no reason for the chairman to say that he 
agrees with all you say, but he is glad you said it, and he is sure that 
Senator Neuberger is, too; he is pressing his position in this matter, 
which is commendable and fine; but the chairman is saying to you that 
you are free to say anything you want to say. 

I don’t know that you make any ground by intimating that there 
might be a liar outside of Idaho. 

Mr. Curtis. You mean they are all outside of Idaho? 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Curtis, for appearing today. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you, Senator. Come over and visit that State 
of ours. 

Senator Neusercer. You have a beautiful country, and it is one of 
the most beautiful parts of the United States. 

Mr. Curtis. Yes; it is. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Dworshak, do you have another witness? 

Senator Dworsnak. No; I don’t have any more. I understand that 
there are other witnesses who want to speak on this matter, however. 

Senator Hruska. The next witness is the Corps of Engineers on the 
Middle Snake River, in Idaho. 

General Irscrrver. The report on the Middle Snake River, Snake 
River, and tributaries, Wyoming, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington, 
was prepared pursuant to resolution adopted by the Senate Public 
Works Committee on October 5, 1951. It was forwarded to the Con- 
aress by the Secretary of the Army on June 1, 1955, and has been pub- 
lished without appendixes as Senate Document 51, 84th Congress, 1st 
session. The report was prep pared ey by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and the Corps of Engineers 











RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 293 


I shall confine my remarks this morning to that portion of the 
wen which was prepared by the corps and specifically to the projects 
recommended for construction, Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs, in the 
Clearwater Basin in the State of Idaho. 

Clearwater River is formed by the confluence of the Middle and 
South Forks of the Clearwater River at Kooskia, Idaho, and flows 
generally northwestward to where it is joined by the North Fork, and 
thence westward to where it joins the Snake River at Lewiston. 

Industry in the area is largely confined to forestry products. ‘There 
is a considerable amount of agriculture in the river valleys. 

Floods on the Clearwater River generally occur in the spring as 
a result of snowmelt. A recurrence of the maximum flood of record 
today would cause damages in the Clearwater Valley estimated at $3 
million. Discharges from the river during the 1948 flood represented 

xbout 10 percent of the flood flows on the lower Columbia, and actu: ally 
contributed in the neighborhood of 16 percent to the flood crest on 
the Columbia. The Clearwater River isa very serious and major flood 
contributor to the floods on the lower Columbia River, much more so 
than the Snake River. 

Senator Hruska. Could you give us relative figures ? 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. The Snake River above the mouth of 
the Salmon River in the 1948 flood, with the conditions existing at 
that time, contributed only 5 percent to the flood crest, and the Salmon 
River, which is a tributary of the Snake above the mouth of the Clear- 
water, contributed about 10 percent. 

The Snake River actually today, because of additional storage that 
has been constructed, or for which construction is underway, would 
have contributed much less than even the 5 percent. So we see that 
the Clearwater River is a major contributor to the floods on the main 
stem of the Columbia River. 

I would like to be fair about it and say that perhaps not all floods 
would have the same pattern of flooding that the 1948 flood had, but 
the statement still stands that in every flood the Clearwater is a major 
contributor to the floods in the Columbia River. 

Senator Hruska. Have you figures readily available for the runoff 
at Lewiston for the Snake and at Orofino, for the Clearwater ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, Lewiston is at the mouth of the Clear- 
water. That percentage I gave you applied at Lewiston on the Clear- 
water River. 

Senator Hruska. That was the 1948 flood ¢ 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Have you an annual runoff ? 

General Irscuner. I can give you annual runoffs at Lewiston and 
at the North Fork of the Clearwater at its mouth. 

Senator Hruska. Insert them in the record at this point. 

(The information is as follows :) 

The average annual runoff of the Snake River near Lewiston, Idaho, ineluding 
the runoff of the Clearwater River, is 34,480,000 acre-feet. The average annual 
runoff of the Clearwater River near its mouth is 9,981,000 acre-feet. 

General IrscuNer. I make this point about the great flows in the 
Clearwater because additional flood-control storage capacity is ur- 
gently needed. There is none now on the Clearwater for the accom- 
plishment of the main control plan of the Columbia River Basin, and 
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the proposed Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs projects would be valu- 
able additions to this main control plan. 

The Bruces Eddy project would be located on the North Fork of 
the Clearwater River about 2 miles above its confluence with the Clear- 
water River, which is about 41 miles upstream from Lewiston, Idaho, 
at the point of its confluence with the Snake River. It would consist 
of an earthen core rock-filled dam 570 feet in effective height. It 
would have a power installation at site of 240,000 kilowatts. The 
reservoir would provide 1,433,000 acre-feet of usable storage. 

The estimated cost of the project is $123 million. Its benefit-cost 
ratio is 1.74 to 1. 

I might say that the cost of generating power at the Bruces Eddy 
project, including the firming-up of power downstream, is only 1.87 
mills per kilowatt-hour, an extremely low value. 

Senator Hruska. Do you figure cost on the tax foregone basis? 

General Irscuner. The benefit-cost ratio was figured on the basis 
of taxes foregone. But as I indicated earlier, the taxes foregone 
feature is not considered in allocating costs from which appropriate 
pay-out must be obtained. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co. has been issued a preliminary 
permit for investigative purposes by the Federal Power Commission 
on the Bruces Eddy project. It was issued on the 18th of August 1954 
for a 3-year duration. 

Our greatest interest is in the Bruces Eddy project, of which I have 
spoken. The other project, a part of the same plan, is the Penny 
Cliffs project, which is located on the Middle Fork of the Clearwater 
River, 4 miles upstream from the town of Kooskia, Idaho. It would 
consist of an earthen core rock-filled dam 590 feet in effective height, 
creating a reservoir with 2,300,000 acre-feet of usable storage. 

The power installation at the site is 292,000 kilowatts. The esti- 
mated cost of the project is $200 million. And the benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.5 to 1. 

The cost of power from Penny Cliffs project, including the benefits 
at downstream plants, is at the very low figure of 2.22 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour. 

Both projects will materially increase power benefits to the run-of- 
the-river power dams downstream, some of which are already built, 
some of which are under construction, and the remainder of which are 
authorized but have not been started. After consideration of the 
views of the governors of the affected States and other agencies, the 
Chief of Engineers recommends the construction of both Bruces Eddy 
and Penny Cliffs project. The Bureau of the Budget, in commenting 
on this report, interposed no objection to its submission to the Con- 
gress, but stated that authorization for completed Federal develop- 
ment is not in accord with the President’s program until the possibility 
of local participation has been fully explored. 

In transmitting the Chief of Engineers’ report to the Congress the 
Secretary of the Army recommended the authorization of the Bruces 
Eddy and Penny Cliffs projects at an early date, and recommended 
that this be accomplished by means of a partnership arrangement, 
preferably one similar in principle to H. R. 4662, for the Green Peter 
and Cougar projects in Oregon, under which the Federal Government 
would build the dam and non-Federal interests the power facilities. 
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Under this arrangement the participating company would be re- 
quired to pay the cost of the project allocated to power at the site. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday there were some comments made about 
the effect of the Bruces Eddy project on fish and wildlife values. If 
I may, I would like to comment on those very briefly. 

Senator Hruska. Yes. Are comments thereon and findings in- 
cluded in the Chief’s report ? 

General Irscuner. There are some comments in that report, sir. I 
thought I might supplement them. 

Senator Hruska. I would like to have you highlight them for the 
record. 

I might say at this point in the record, that while we are glad to 
have the report which you make on Penny Cliffs Dam site, it should 
be made clear for the sake of the record that there was no request made 
by anyone for inclusion of that dam in the pending omnibus bill. 

General IrscHNer. Yes, sir; I did understand that. That is why I 
wanted to emphasize the Bruces Eddy project. 

Senator Hruska. The chairman understood it also, but I wanted the 
record to be clear on that point. 

General Irscuner. I shall limit my remarks on the fish and wild- 
life aspects of the project to the Bruces Eddy project. 

I might say in all fairness that the problem is probably greater at 
the Penny Cliffs site than it is at the Bruces Eddy site and that is one 
of the reasons why we favor the work on the Bruces Eddy site before 
the Penny Clits dam is started. 

Comments were made yesterday by fish and wildlife interests as 
to the fish values that would be destroyed by the Bruces Eddy project. 
I thought it would be therefore interesting to you, Mr. Chairman, and 
the committee, to have the facts with regard to the 1954 fish count on 
the Columbia River. 

I might say that the 1954 season was an unusually poor one for 
fish on that river. But fortunately on the Columbia River the fish 
ure counted, actually counted at several points, so we know how many 
fish go up the river. Every fish is counted by species. At Bonneville 
Dam, which is the lowest dam on the river, 40 miles or thereabouts 
east of Portland at the point where the effect of high tides is no 
longer felt in the river, that year we counted 457,000 salmon and 
176,000 steelhead trout. 

At the Lewiston Dam at the mouth of the Clearwater River, in 
which we are interested, the count was no salmon and 9,000 steelhead. 

The average count for a period of years at the Lewiston Dam 
showed 33 salmon and 8,000 steelhead. We estimate—and it is purely 
an estimate—that approximately 25 percent of all of these fish will 
find their way into the North Fork. The remainder will either 
spawn in the main stem of the Clearwater River—and it is quite a 
spawining area—or they will go into the Middle Fork or the South 
Fork to spawn. 

If that is true, then there would be no salmon going past the 
Bruces Eddy site and 2,250 steelhead going past that site out of the 
176,000 steelhead that went over the Bonneville Dam. 

The fish and wildlife witnesses stated that the Hells Canyon area of 
the Snake River is not an area in which wildlife would have been 
affected seriously by the construction of a high dam. We agree. We 
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think wildlife would not be seriously affected by the construction 
of a dam in that reach of the river. But past that site, the same year, 
went 4,000 salmon and 5,000 steelhead, or approximately 4 times 
as many fish as we believe went past the Bruces Eddy site. So what- 
ever effect a dam in the general Hells Canyon reach would have had 
upon fish, the effect was only one-fourth as great at the Bruces Eddy 
site. 

So we contend that fish will be affected very slightly at the Bruces 

Eddy sight. 

Senator Hruska. Would you care to comment, Gener al, on the tes- 
timony which was given here yesterday, on which there was a sharp 
conflict, in regard to the bottom lands which would be flooded and 
which are now used by elk and deer? Have you any information on 
that? 

General ItscHNnER. Yes, sir; we have. 

Senator Hruska. You recall the maps that were furnished us, and 
the dispute which occurred with reference to the great distance away 
from the impounded waters which the elk and the deer used for their 
wintering territory. 

General IrscHNner. I can well understand, sir, that there might 
be a very honest difference of opinion. 

Senator Hruska. Socan I. I understand that. 

General ItscHner. We would look to the State of Idaho Fish and 
Game Commission and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
and other such agencies for assistance in providing that infor- 
mation and we have. We have spent hundreds of thousands of dol- 
lars in the Pacific Northwest, through contracts with all the State 
fish and game commissions and the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service in an endeavor to solve these wildlife and fish problems. 

However, specifically with regard to the elk problem on the North 
Fork of the Clearwater River in the vicinity of Bruces Eddy Dam we 
feel that this dam is within the area of the winter range used by the 
elk herd of the region, but only a very, very small percentage of that 
winter range lies ‘within the proposed reservoir. 

We know that there are benchlands above the river which are used 
by the elk. But those benchlands are above the elevation of the pool. 

Senator Hruska. When you say a small percentage, as you just 
have now, would you care to indicate the range of that percentage ? 

General IrscHner. It is hard for me to do so, because I do not really 
know. 


Senator Hruska. Is that detail included in the report of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

General Irscuner. We have not been able to obtain such figures 
yet. We hope to get such figures. But I will say that an effort to 
find elk one winter—I believe it was the winter before this past one 
by searching the area with a small airplane so that the elk could cer- 
tainly be seen, failed to disclose any elk in the area of the reservoir. 
There may be years when elk are in that area 

Senator Hruska. How long would that reservoir be ? 

General Itscuner. Approximately 50 miles long. It gets very thin 
at the upper end because the valley is rather sharp. The ‘portion ‘of the 
river to be inundated by the reservoir has very steep sides, with little 
forage for animal life in the bottom of the valleys. Most of the browse 
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is located on benches, practically all of which are above the pool 
elevation. 

The major winter feeding areas are situated on side draws of 
river upstream from the reservoir areas. A cooperative big game 
census by the United States Forest Service and the Idaho Depart 
ment of Fish and Game during the most critical winter in recent years, 
which was that winter of 1948-49 mentioned by the witness yester- 
day, indicated that about 100 elk were within the 9.5-mile 
the upper reaches of the Bruces Eddy Reservoir area. 

The census also indicated that approximately 25 percent of the 
recorded elk mortality was caused by drowning resulting from the 
animals being frightened by automobiles, airplanes, and movement 
on foot in concentrated areas. Construction of the dam should be 
accompanied by a concerted effort on the part of wildlife agencies to 
regulate the elk herd and to improve the supply of available winter 
feed. It might properly be a charge against the cost of maintaining 
und operating the dam to provide such winter food in the few severe 
winters when feeding the elk is necessary. 

That is all that I have on this project, sir. 

Senator Kerr. We will now hear Mr. E. A. Seaman. 

Mr. SeaMAN. May I have permission to give my statement follow- 
ing Mr. Brandborg, of the National Wildlife Federation / 

Senator Kerr. You may do that. Do you have a copy of your 
statement, Mr. Brandborg ? 

Mr. Branprore. Yes, I do. 


tne 


leneth of 


STATEMENT OF STEWART M. BRANDBORG, ASSISTANT CONSERVA- 


TION DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. BranpporG. Mr. Chairman, I am Stewart Brandborg. 
Senator Kerr. I would like to say, Mr. Brandborg, that the com- 
mittee is going to hear you through. I see that you have quite an 
extensive statement. We would be delighted to have that made ¢ 
part of the record and have you give’it to us in abbreviated form if ca 
could do so to your own s satisfaction. I will let you be the judge. 

Mr. Branpsore. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

[ recognize that my statement is unduly long and I have consulted 
with some of the other people here from the conservation groups. 
While they wish to supplement my remarks, they indicated that they 
would, for the most part, submit their statements for the record, and 
that would allow me a little extra time. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

Mr. Branpporc. The National Wildlife Federation is an associa- 
tion of State conservation leagues which are made up of local and 

county clubs. A citizens’ or ganization with affiliates in the States, 
Alaska, and the District of ¢ ‘olumbia, it is financed by civic-minded 
people throughout the Nation who every year send in contributions in 
exchange for wildlife-conservation stamps. 

I am here today to express the opposition of the National Wildlife 
Federation to the proposals for authorization of Bruces Eddy Dam on 
the North Fork of the Clearwater River in Idaho. As a native of 
northern Idaho and as one who has conducted wildlife investigations 
within the Clearwater drainage for the Idaho Cooperative Wildlife 
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Research Unit and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, with 
which I was associated as a biologist from 1948 to 1953, I feel qualified 
to offer some observations that may be of value to this committee. 

The proposals for construction of this dam, as offered separately 
by the Corps of Engineers and the Pacific Northwest Power Co., and 
in the current “partnership” plan under which the Federal Govern- 
ment and private power interests would share in the cost of the project, 
have met with solid opposition from the (1) National Wildlife Fed- 
eration; (2) its affiliate in Idaho, the Idaho Wildlife Federation ; and 
(3) the tri-State group representing three National Wildlife Federa- 
tion affiliates of the Middle Snake River drainage, the Idaho-Oregon- 
Washington Wildlife Federation. 

Another statewide organization in Idaho, the Idaho Outdoor Asso- 
ciation, has also voiced strong opposition to this dam. Each of these 
groups have opposed proposals for Bruces Eddy Dam and its com- 
panion project, Penny Cliffs, on the Middle Fork of the Clearwater 
River. I would like at this time to request permission to have the 
resolutions of these organizations, which more clearly define their 
position on these proposals, included in the record of this hearing. 

Senator Kerr. They may be made a part of the record. 

(The resolutions follow :) 


RESOLUTION PASSED AT THE 18TH ANNUAL CONVENTION NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
FEDERATION, CHICAGO, ILL., MARCH 11, 12, 13, 1954 


Whereas dams are now proposed for construction at Bruces Eddy and Penny 
Cliffs on the Clearwater River in northern Idaho which will destroy important 
runs of anadromous fishes, as well as resident trout populations, and inundate 
a major part of critical winter ranges of one of the Nation’s largest elk herds; 
and 

Whereas the reservoirs of the Penny Cliffs Dam would extend some 6 miles 
into the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area in the national forest: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Wildlife Federation reaffirm its traditional policy 
in the specific case of the above-mentioned Clearwater dams; and be it further 

Resolved, That further investigation be made of these proposed projects by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Forest Service and Idaho Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game to determine their effect on the fish, wildlife, wilderness 
area and the recreational values, and that in future planning and investigation, 
fish, wildlife and recreation interests be given full and equal stature together 
with the States and construction agencies, whether private or public, to the 
end that the vital resources of this area be protected from ill-advised destruc- 
tion from which there can be no recovery ; be it still further 

Resolved, That final consideration of the proposed projects be postponed until 
the results of the above recommended investigations on the fish, wildlife and 
recreational resources of the Clearwater River are available. 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION AT ITS ANNUAL 
MEETING ON JANUARY 15, 1956 


Be it resolved, That the Idaho Wildlife Federation favors construction of 
dams in the Hells Canyon reach of the Middle Snake and at Mountain Sheep 
and Pleasant Valley sites, provided ; 

(a) Damage during and after construction to fish and wildlife is minimized 
insofar as economically possible. 

(b) Studies to determine the effect of these dams on fish and wildlife are 
financed by the construction agencies. 

(c) Restitution for any damages to fish and wildlife is provided to the af- 
fected States. 

(d) No water is diverted from the Salmon River at any time in the future. 

(e) Recreational facilities of the projects are developed. 
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RESOLUTION PASSED BY IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION AT ANNUAL CONFERENCE IN 
Boisk, IpaHo, JANUARY 15, 1956 


Whereas Senate Document 51, a report of the Army engineers on the Middle 
Snake River and its tributaries, does distort and withhold facts in relation to 
fish and wildlife problems connected with building dams on the Clearwater 
drainage of Idaho; 


Whereas without full and complete information on which to base its judgment 
it is impossible for the Congress to arrive at a considered and accurate appraisal 
of the results of the construction of these dams; and 

Whereas the Army engineers have in this instance signally failed as a fact- 
finding body for the Congress: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That all information in Senate Document 51 be held prejudiced, 
inaccurate, and incomplete, and that the Public Works Committee of the United 
States Senate disregard the document, and that a copy of this resolution be 
forwarded to said committee. 

Mr. Branpsore. I would also like to insert a telegram from Mr. 
Robert Lanphear, president of the Montana Wildlife Federation, in 
which he expresses the opposition of his organization to the proposals 
for authorization of Bruces Eddy Dam. 

Senator Kerr. That will be done. 

(The telegram is as follows :) 

BozEMAN, Monrt., July 17, 1956. 
STEWART BRANDBORG, 
National Wildlife Federation, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Montana Wildlife Federation is greatly opposed to inclusion of Bruces Eddy 
Dam in H. R. 12080 on the Clearwater in Idaho. Please read this wire at your 
hearing and add same to your records. 


President R. D. LANPHEAR. 


Mr. Branppore. It should be pointed out that, except for a handful 
of sportsmen’s groups in the immediate vicinity of the proposed dams, 
both the local sportsmen’s organizations in the vicinity of the dam 
sites and a preponderant majority of those from other sections of the 
State are on record as being opposed to Bruces Eddy. 

Some misrepresentation of local feeling has resulted from efforts 
of the dam proponents who have tried persistently to give the impres- 
sion that the few local groups which have supported these proposals 
are representative of the area and the State as a whole. 

Except for the three local chapters of the statewide Idaho Outdoor 
Associations and the Grangeville Wildlife Club, there are only one or 
two other local sportsmen’s groups in Idaho which to my knowledge 
have come out as endorsers of this proposal for Bruces Eddy Dam. 

The Idaho Wildlife Federation is made up of 80 individual sports- 
men’s organizations throughout the State. Many of these sportsmen 
live within the Clearwater drainage and are intimately acquainted 
with the area that would be affected by Bruces Eddy Dam. 

The great majority of sportsmen and conservation leaders, both 
locally and throughout the State, are opposed to untimely authoriza- 
tion of these dams without full assessment of their biological effects 
by competent wildlife agencies. These leaders are the people who 
know the Clearwater from their first-hand hunting, fishing, and out- 
door living experiences. They represent the thousands that have 
gone there to take advantage of its unsurpassed recreational oppor- 
tunities. They hold a rightful share in these irreplaceable resources 
and, therefore, should share in determining their future disposition. 
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Clarification should be offered on some of the misleading statements 
on fish and wildlife which have been made by any Beste 3 of the dams. 
Since proposals for these projects were first made public at Orofino, 
Idaho, on November 20, 1953, many self-styled wildlife authorities 
have stated that these projects would cause no harm or would even be 
beneficial to fish and wildlife. I am sure that members of this com- 
mittee are aware.of the very important scientific aspects of any bio- 
logical study to determine the effects of large dams on fish and game 
animals and their environments. 

Such studies cannot be undertaken by laymen who lack training 
and the technical skills to collect and accurately interpret biological] 
data. This is a task for specialists offering backgrounds which com- 
bine training and field experience and not one for the lay observer who 
bases his opinions on casual observations made over a period of years. 

Such specialists are found within State and Federal fish and wild- 
life agencies, and it is their observations and recommendations which 
have made it apparent to conservation leaders that Bruces Eddy Dam 
must not be built until thorough investigations have been completed 
to determine the long-range effects on fish, wildlife, and recreational 
resources. 

Mr. Chairman, I would offer this comment on the recommendation 
made by Senator Dworshak. It has been the experience of the con- 
servation groups that if a project such as the one proposed for the 
Bruces Eddy site is authorized, nothing will stop that dam from 
being built. If authorization for the project is granted, there is 
little possibility in my opinion that we shall be able to base further 
consideration as to whether this dam would be built on the information 
that will be provided to us by fish and wildlife agencies. This belief 
is shared by the people with whom I have associated myself within 
the Federal and State wildlife agencies and the conservation organ- 
izations. 

There will be no ifs, ands, or buts about it; regardless of fish and 
wildlife considerations, there will be a dam once authorization is 
granted. 

Senator Dworsuax. Will you yield? Don’t you realize that there 
have been many proposed projects authorized for periods of 2, 5, 
10, 15 years, which are not actually constructed until all controversial 
aspects have been resolved, and that as the senior Senator of Idaho 
I con consistently said that I have no desire to force this project 
upon this State or the Northwest; that my primary and sole objec- 
tive is to get the information which will be included in the reports 
which will be made by the fish and wildlife groups 2 years hence, 
and that in the meantime, instead of coasting along without having 
the engineering studies and designs. available—and it will take 2 
years for the Army Engineers Corps to complete that work—we can- 
not even propose construction for a period of at least 2 years? 

I have said and I say again that at the end of that time I shall be 
glad to have the Congress make an appraisal on the basis of the factual 
information which has been made available to the Congress to deter- 
mine whether the dam should be built or not be built; isn’t that a fair 
approach ? 

Senator Kerr. I would say to the distinguished Senator from Idaho 
that his statement is correct. I would like to give this reassurance 
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to the witness. The fact that a project is authorized for construction 
is certainly a step toward construction but it is not at all a conclusive 
step. For instance, this morning the committee took about an hour in 
hearing proposals by the Senators from Oklahoma for the modifica- 
tion of an authorization for Millwood Reservoir on Little River in 
southwest Arkansas and southeast Oklahoma, just above the con- 
fluence of the Little River with the Red River. That project was 
authorized 15 years ago. 

I want to say for the record that in my judgment it will never be 
built as it was authorized. If the authorization is modified to meet 
the needs and the demands of the local people and of the States of 
Oklahoma and Arkansas then a much revised reservoir will probably 
be constructed. I am sure that the witness will have some reassur- 
ance about this particular question if he would have a study made of 
the present backlog of authorizations which have been in the status 
of authorized projects for periods of from 10 to 20 years that haven’t 
been built. 

I would like to ask the Chief of Engineers at this point if it isn’t en- 
tirely possible that many of them will never be built? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we have had authorized to date $16,400 
million of projects, for which only $6,900 million has been appropria- 
ated, leaving $9,500 million still to be appropriated to complete those 
projects. Obviously, many of those projects will never be built. 

Senator Kerr. I understood the distinguished Acting Chief of En- 
gineers to tell us the other day that economic conditions which fully 
warrant the authorization at the time the action is taken may change 
or other considerations enter into the picture which result either in the 
authorization just laying dormant or I think you will find figures in 
the record—and I would like to have this checked, if I am in error— 
where Congress has actually deauthorized projects previously author- 
ized? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; there have been projects which have 
been deauthorized by specific legislation. 

Senator Kerr. I thought maybe in support of the statement made by 
the Senator from Idaho, and as a matter of information for the rec- 
ord that I would make that statement. 

Senator Neusercer. May I make a brief statement on this for the 
record ? 

Senator Kerr. Certainly. | 

Senator Neupercer. I think it is of some significance, though, that 
the Senators from Idaho are taking a somewhat different position with 
respect to the Hells Canyon project. There they are very adamantly 
opposing authorization, and not leaving it up to the Congress to under- 
take a reappraisal after authorization has been completed. 

Senator Kerr. I would say that that is a matter, while I don’t agree 
with it on the Senators from Idaho, I must say is a matter within their 
prerogative to take that position. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Quite within their prerogative. 

Senator Kerr. Their taking that position on Hells Canyon in no 
way changes the basic fact that the authorization of this project will 
not of itself insure its construction. 

Senator Nevpercer. That is true. Nor would that of Hells 
Canyon 
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Senator Kerr. That is very true. 

Senator NEUBERGER (continuing). Assure its construction. 

Mr. Branpeorc. I am very appreciative of the advice and informa- 
tion which you have provided. I recognize that there are a number of 
dams which have not gained appropriations after having been author- 
ized. However, the conservationists over the country have had the sad 
experience of coming time and again to make a plea for wildlife, fish 
and recreational values after authorization has been granted only to 
be told “you should have come back earlier, you should have been here 
before at the time the Congress was considering the authorization of 
this project.” 

We feel that there is too much at stake in the way of wildlife, recrea- 
tional, wilderness values in this particular area to risk having to come 
back for a deauthorization bill. We don’t want to be put in that posi- 
tion and we don’t think that authorization is justified at this time in the 
absence of comprehensive biological data which should be supplied to 
us by the fish and wildlife agencies of the States in the Northwest and 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Very few of the recommendations of wildlife agencies are contained 
in Senate Document 51 in which the Corps of Engineers has reported 
to the Congress on the Bruces Eddy project. 1 would like to talk 
further about Senate Document 51. In the resolution of the Idaho 
Wildlife Federation it has been pointed out that wildlife values are 
not adequately represented, rather they are misrepresented. 

The Corps has chosen to Hmit observations as to the effects of this 
dam on wildlife to a few local sportsmen organizations. It has in- 
cluded only a small part of the recommendations of the Federal and 
State wildlife agencies which provided preliminary information from 
incomplete studies. It seems improbable that Congress will risk de- 
struction of these resources by authorizing Bruces Eddy in the absence 
of more complete information from the field investigations which are 
now underway. 

It should also be made clear that until the time of the public hearings 
in Orofino the State and Federal wildlife agencies did not have speci- 
fications on the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs projects as proposed by 
the Corps of Engineers. Obviously, in the absence of detailed infor- 
mation on the location of these dams and their sizes, it was impossible 
to make comprehensive evaluations of their effects on wildlife and 
recreational resources for the hearing. The greater part of this infor- 
mation, submitted later by these agencies for inclusion in the record, 
was not made a part of Senate Document 51. Thus the Congress has 
been denied the benefit of accurate appraisals of fish and wildlife 
values as they will be affected by the dams. 

Senator Kerr. I will say to you at that point that the chairman of 
this committee has complete confidence in both the efficiency and the 
‘andor and integrity of the Corps of Engineers about anything they 
will tell the committee. 

Mr. Branppore. I think that confidence is shared by many of us, 
Senator. But in this unfortunate situation it was evident that ade- 
quate representation of wildlife values was not included in the docu- 
ment submitted to the Congress. 

Senator Kerr. I would hope that the opportunity given to you 
would make up any deficiency in that regard. I would make the 
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observation that the presentation of facts would serve the purpose that 
I am sure you have in mind fully as well as adding to whatever presen- 
tation of facts you care to make, statements which might be interpreted 
as casting reflection upon agencies whose dealings with this committee 
have caused us to have complete confidence in their purpose and 
operation. 

Mr. Branpsore. Mr. Chairman, as I said, I think many of us share 
your feeling of confidence in most of our Federal agencies and the 
Corps of Engineers. In many cases that I know of, the wildlife 
agencies, the sportsmen, and the other people who enjoy the outdoors, 
have had wonderful relationship with the Corps of Engineers. In 
this particular instance, I must allow these observations to stand be- 

cause the shortcomings of the corps’ approach have been pointed out 
most forcefully to me by the people whom I represent. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to you, as I said to the mayor from 
Idaho awhile ago, when you are before this committee you have the 
privilege of free and uncensored expression and discussion. So also 
does the Senator from Oregon in his observations, and so also does the 
chairman of the committee in his. 

Mr. Branpsorc. Thank you very much, 

I should like also to review the position that has been taken by the 
National Wildlife Federation and the other State, regional, and na- 
tional conservation organizations which have opposed this project. 
This opposition is based on biological information obtained from techi- 
nical studies of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
State wildlife agencies of Idaho, Oregon, and Washingon. 

The Clearwater River, draining an area of over 9,600 square miles, 
contains an unequaled expanse of wilderness country which pro- 
vides habitat for thousands of elk, mule, and white-tailed deer, hun- 
dreds of mountain goats and remnant bands of bighorn sheep, large 
populations of upland game and songbirds, black bear, coyote, 
cougar, marten, and many other animals of the northern Rocky 
Mountains. 

Senator Kerr. May I ask the witness a question at that point? 

How much time has the witness spent in this area ? 

Mr. Branpsorc. I was born at Lewiston, within the Clearwater 

) drainage. I lived for 10 years in Grangeville. 





| Senator Kerr. What years were those? 

: Mr. Branpporc. From 1925 to 1935. I had frequent occasion to 
visit the headwaters of the Clearwater from the period of 1935 to 1940. 
I made frequent recreational trips into these areas with my family. 
Senator Kerr. In those years / 


Mr. Branppora. In those years. 
In 1948 I returned to Moscow, Idaho, as a resident, where I worked 
with the Idaho Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit on studies of 
the Rocky Mountain goat which took me into the Clearwater drain- 
age. Upon completion of my work for the Idaho Cooperative Wild- 
life Research Unit in 1950, I was employed by the Idaho Fish and 
Game Department as biologist for that portion of the State of Idaho 
north of the Salmon River. 
Later I became the area big game biologist. Since the Clearwater 
l supports what is believed by many to be the largest elk herd in the 
» world, I spent a considerable part of my time while serving in this 
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position on the ranges that we are considering here today, those 
; ritical wintering areas that would be affected by the dams at Bruces 

Eddy and Penny Cliff. 

Senator DworsHak. With that extensive knowledge of the Clear- 
water drainage area would you be opposed to the construction of any 
dam on any of the branches or tributaries of the Clearwater River / 

Mr. BranprorG. Senator, my experience teaches me one thing: that 
as a person who has had biological training I cannot look at an area 
and say what the effects on wildlife, fish, recreational, and wilderness 
resources will be. I would like to see the proposals, know what areas 
would be affected, have the specifications of these dams that are in- 
volved and then make my evaluation after the appropriate fish and 
wildlife agencies have been given the opportunity to carry out their 
investigations. 

Senator DworsHak. Are you interested in the human elements of 
conservation as well as fish and wildlife aspects ? 

Mr. Branpsora. I am most interested in the human aspects of this 
problem. I realize that in down-river areas—Portland particularly— 
we have a flood menace. I look, along with many other people within 
conservation organizations and sportsmen’s groups, at alternative sites 
on the Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon River. It is our 
belief that these alternate projects would give us the flood-control bene- 
fits that we must have in this area. 

Senator DworsHak. But you know that floodwaters don’t originate 
on the Snake. They originate on the Salmon and Clearwater. How 
can you build storage on ‘the Snake to control floodwaters on the other 
two rivers / 

Mr. BranpprorG. I am not a hydrologist. I am not an engineer. 
But I do recognize that many arguments have been made which point 
up the fact that there is considerable flow from the Snake River as 
well as the Clearwater and the Salmon, and that the Snake River 
flow is a tremendous menace, and that this flow must be controlled. 

Senator Neupercer. Is it not true that floodwaters—wouldn’t it 
be fair to say that floodwaters originate on all three of these great 
rivers in Idaho—Salmon, Snake, and Clearwater / 

The fact is, I believe, that floodwaters originate on these 3 great 
rivers at different times, depending upon the snow pack, the climate, 
the suddenness with which the hot weather comes in the high moun- 
tains and uplands at the sources of these 3 different rivers, and that 
all 3 are in different times varying flood menaces 

Senator DworsHak. With one great ee We have 15 or 
18 storage reservoirs on the Snake River, while there is not a single 
reservoir to store water on either the Salmon or the Clearwater, with 
the exception of a small potlash dam right in the city of Lewiston. 
[ think I would make that exception. 

Senator NeEuBeRGER. There still is no control of the Snake River in 
its area of greatest flow. 

Senator DworsHak. Many times more so than there is any control 
of the other tributaries, because the other tributaries have no storage 
reservoirs. 

Mr. Branppore. Senator, 1 would like to add a comment if I might. 
To my knowledge—and I am basing this observation on the maximum 
flow records on the Clearwater—there have been, since the beginning 








RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 305 


of the century, only two major floods on the Clearwater. I believe 
that the proponents of the Bruces Eddy Dam in some instances have 
given the impression that the Clearwater River floods every year. | 
know, and I know you know, that this is not the case. 

As Senator Neuberger pointed out, a lot depends on our spring 
weather when the snow pack is heavy and when we sometimes reach 
a critical stage with our flood menace. If we get a lot of hot, dry 
days, one following the other for a couple of weeks on end, we can ex 
pect high water in the Clearwater country. But the fact stands that 
the only years that the Clearwater has floode d, since records have been 
maintained, were 1933 when there were 162,000 cubic feet per second 
recorded at the Spalding station on the lower Clearwater, and 1948 
when there were 172,000 feet recorded at that station. 

Interestingly enough, the 1933 record shows that the flood occurred 
in December, just 2 days before Christmas. In 1948 the flood oc- 
cured in May at a more typical season. 

I think that generally speaking, all of us are concerned about the 
threat to people i in the down-river areas, and I don’t believe that the 
conservationists would for a minute want to minimize the impor- 
tance of the needed flood-control projects on the middle Snake River. 
We feel that there are more desirable sites on other tributaries of the 
Middle Snake than Bruces Eddy and Penny Clitfs on the Clearwater. 

The Clearwater elk herd of more than 25,000 animals is one of the 
largest, if not the largest. in the United States. In excess of 4,000 elk, 
as well as hundreds of deer, are harvested here each fall. Four thou- 
sand seven hundred elk were taken by some 17,000 hunters in 1954, a 
number that represents approxim: itely 10 percent of the total harvest 
of this big game animal in the United States. Each year hunters 
spend more than $3 million on their visits into Clearwater ranges from 
which they take meat that is valued at more than three-quarters of a 
million dollars. Outtitters and guides, who serve these visitors, do 
more than $200,000 worth of business annually. 

Winter food shortages limit the increases of elk and deer in the 
Clearwater country. These would be made more critical as a result of 
the flooding of thousands of acres' of low valley ranges by either the 
Bruces Eddy or Penny Cliffs Reservoirs. It is on these low areas that 
big game concentrates when winter snows cover the high mountain 

ranges. The loss of the low wintering areas, coupled with the ob- 

struction of elk migration routes, would result in excessive die-offs 
from starvation during hard winters. Estimates by the Idaho De- 
partment of Fish and Game and the United States Forest Service 
show that several thousand elk and deer use ranges that would be 
inundated by the waters of these impoundments. 

Starvation is not new to the big game herds of the Clearwater. 
Hard winters have caused losses of thousands of animals from critica] 
food shortages. In the winter of 1948-49 heavy snows took a toll of 
between two and three thousand elk and hundreds of mule and white- 
tailed deer. 

Mr. Chairman, I have with me a small selection of photographs 
which are mounted in this binder. Jf I might. I would like to submit 
those to the committee members for their inspection. There are only a 
few pages, showing the conditions under which elk and big game 
winter during these adverse winters such as we had in 1948. 
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Senator Hruska (presiding). They will be used for that purpose 
and in due time returned to you. 

Senator Dworsnax. Bruces Eddy had nothing to do with that in 
1948 and 1949? 

Mr. Branppore. That statement requires no comment. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. All right. 

Mr. Branppsorc. Bruces Eddy Dam would flood 49 miles of the can- 
yon along the North Fork of the Clearwater, approximately 5 miles 
of the Little North Fork and many miles of lower tributary canyons 
to leave even less food to carry these big game animals through the 
critical periods. No method is known for replacing the natural forage 
provided by these valley ranges that are so vital to the winter survival 
of the herds. 

The dam at Bruces Eddy would be 570 feet high. It would form an 
almost complete obstruction to steelhead trout and chinook salmon 
that migrate from the ocean into spawning waters of the Clearwater. 

Mr. Chairman, may I have permission to use this map very briefly 
to point out a few pertinent details that I think will be of value to 
the committee? 

Senator Hruska. Yes; that would be permissible. I am wondering, 
however—it would be the furtherest from my thought to abbreviate 
these hearings to the detriment of any viewpoint that would be ex- 
pressed. However, if that is to be done at the expense of foreclosing 
other people who have come from far parts of this country from testi- 
fying at all, we have a choice there, and I wish you would bear that 
in mind as you proceed. 

Mr. Branpsore. I surely will if I could take just a moment. I will 
endeavor to keep within that time limitation. 

Senator Hruska. You may do that. 

Mr. Branppora. It was pointed out by Mr. Curtis that the Forest 
Service estimates indicated that the major concentration of elk on 
the North Fork of the Clearwater is found above the Bruces Eddy 
pool area. This is noted on the map he presented. I take gross excep- 
tion to this map and the information provided on the distribution of 
game on the North Fork. I think that this Forest Service memoran- 
dum, which results from a joint meeting between the Forest Service 
and Idaho Department of Fish and Game officials from this area, will 
show you that some 40 percent of the elk population according to the 
best estimates that were available when this memorandum was written, 
September 15, 1954, range below the area marked on this map and in 
the area adjacent and contiguous to the Bruces Eddy pool area. 

That is, there are elk down in these lower areas below the national 
forest boundary. The Forest Service, as I understand it, had not con- 
ducted extensive field surveys of the elk below the national forest 
boundary on private and State lands. Since that time the State fish 
and game agencies have been carrying out field investigations in this 
area and they will have better information to provide us at a later date. 

As I pointed out, the dam at Bruces Eddy would be 570 feet high. 

There are no practical methods for getting migrant fish over a dam 
of this height and the natural habitats of the native trout in these 
swift-flowing streams would be seriously affected. 

The North Fork of the Clearwater is occupied by large populations 
of steelhead trout. By making spawning waters inaccessible, the pres- 
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ent and potential fish production of the entire Clearwater drainage 
would be seriously impaired. 

I would like to stop at this time to make the point that the steelhead 
is of tremendous commercial importance, and that it has great value, 
and that the statement which was made earlier in the hearings by Mr. 
Curtis is not consistent with the facts which I have gleaned from the 
fish and wildlife agencies. The steelhead is of great importance to 
the commercial, and of course the sport fisheries of the Clearwater and 
downstream areas. 

Studies of the Clearwater have shown that its potential for produc- 
tion of both steelhead and salmon is tremendous and that a steady in- 
crease has been recorded in the number of migrant steelhead entering 
its waters since the construction of adequate fish passageways over 
the low dam at Lewiston. Counts of migrant fish at these ladders 
have shown an increase from 3,693 in 1950 to 13,971 in 1955. Chinook 
salmon runs, which were destroyed before the installation of fish 
ladders at the low Lewiston Dam, have also shown some indications 
that they may be reestablished. 

At present, more than 60 percent of the Columbia tributaries are 
blocked to migrate steelhead and Chinook salmon. New dams on the 
main Columbia and Snake Rivers, including the Ice Harbor and John 
Day projects, will serve as further obstructions to these migrants on 
their trips between the ocean and spawning beds. If we start now 
to block off the headwater spawning streams of the Clearwater River 
by building the impassable Bruces Eddy Dam, we will have cut off 
one of the last remaining areas where clear-running mountain streams 
provide breeding waters of the type required by these highly valued 
sea-run fish. Another death blow will have been dealt the dwindling 
commercial fisheries of the Columbia River system, which even yet, 
after years of depletion, are producing more than $17 million worth 
of harvestable steelhead and Chinook annually. 

In addition to its great contribution to commercial take, the Clear- 
water provides unequaled sport fishing for both resident trout species 
and steelhead. In 1954 over 132,700 fishing trips were made along its 
waters, with fishermen taking some 547,000 trout and 8,200 steelheads. 
Last year 5,200 angler days were spent by fishermen who visited the 
North Fork to take over 42,000 trout. Of these, 60 percent were 
spawned by steelhead which would be completely eliminated by the 
Bruces Eddy Dam. <A comparable loss to fisheries would result from 
the Penny Cliffs project. 

In addition to obstructing natural fish movement and flooding out 
big-game winter ranges, the Bruces Eddy Dam with its extreme 
fluctuations in water levels would permanently disfigure one of the 
most outstanding mountainous wild areas in the United States. 
What would the artificial reservoirs created by this dam offer in the 
way of compensation for this loss of scenic grandeur, big-game ranges, 
and some of the best fish-producing streams of the country! Scarred 
and denuded canyons, steep-walled and silt-covered slopes that would 
be exposed by fluctuating pool levels. The natural beauty of these 
precipitous mountain valleys would be destroyed along with the dense 
growths of evergreens and shrubs which are staple winter foods of 

ig game. The area would not longer be known as an attraction to 
the thousands of recreational users who visit it in numbers that in- 
crease with each passing year. 
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The Idaho Department of Fish and Game, the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the Idaho Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit, 
and the Oregon State Game and Fish Commissions have indicated 
that the Bruces E ddy and Penny Cliffs Dams may have devastating 
effects on wildlife and recreational resources. They have urged that 
biological studies, now in progress, be completed before any projects 
are authorized on the Clearwater River. Such studies would serve 
to demonstrate the effects of these dams on fish and game and the mil- 
lions of dollars of income that accrue from recreational uses of this 
wilderness. Once destroyed, these values cannot be repli aced, and 
approval of plans to build Bruces Eddy, or any one of the several 
other dams proposed for construction on the Clearwater River, 
threaten to preclude completion of a comprehensive and fully inte- 
erated program of water development for the middle Snake River 
Basin. 

Conservationists point to sites along the Snake River, above its 
confluence with the Salmon River, as practicable alternatives to the 
Clearwater projects. Comprehensive planning by an impartial group, 
which will place emphasis on the consideration of all resource values 
of the middle Snake River, should replace that of the Corps of 
Engineers, other Federal agencies, and private power interests which 
seek to overlook and minimize—through misrepresentation—the bene- 
fits from wildlife and recreation. We cannot anticipate satisfaction 
from river developments that are the outgrowth of continued conflicts 
between dam-building agencies that have battled relentlessly for 
control of these waters. Such an approach will ultimately result in 
misuse and waste of the resources of this rich area. As conserva- 
tionists, we are determined to oppose desecration of wildlife, wilder- 
ness, and other recreational resources on this altar. 

This is not the first time that an attempt has been made to gain 
support of Congress for the dams on the Clearwater. <A bill, H. R. 
S981, was introduced by Representative Homer Angell to authorize, 
at. a cost of more than $309 million, both Bruces Eddy and Penny 
Cliffs Dams. This legislation followed less than 6 months the Corps 
of Engineers’ first public disclosure of proposals for these develop- 
ments at the hearing in Orofino. Because of widespread opposition 
by local, State, and National groups, this bill languished in the House 
Public Works Committee. Similarly, a surprise move in July 1955 to 
appropriate moneys for detailed engineering studies on Bruces Eddy, 
which would have constituted the initial phases of construction, was 
dropped from the public works appropriation bill in conference com- 
mittee after having been added by Senate amendment. 

During the present Congress the National Wildlife Federation and 
other conservation organizations appeared before both the Senate 
and House Appropriations Committees to register their opposition 
to the Federal budget request for moneys to start construction at 
Bruces Eddy. T his was proposed in the absence of authorization for 
the project. The Subcommittee on Flood Control Projects of the 
House Public Works Committee, after having indicated that it would 
hear testimony on proposals contained in Senate Document 51 for 
Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs, did not undertake the consideration 


of these projects for possible inclusion in the omnibus bill, H. R. 
12080. 
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It should be noted that opposition has not been limited to the Corps 
of Engineers: proposals for these dams. Over 400 protests were re- 
ceived by the Federal Power Commission when it considered the issu- 
ance of a preliminary permit to the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
for the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs projects. 

Sportsmen and conservationists are agreed that these high dams, 
whether sponsored by private or public interests, should not be built 
at the expense of the Clearwater’s fish, wildlife, and wilderness 
resources. 

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize that any action to grant authori- 

zation for the construction of Bruces Eddy Dam would be untimely 
in view of the incomplete status of current investigations on the effects 
of this project on fish, wildlife, and recreational resources. It is our 
belief that it is unnecessary to sacrifice these irreplaceable values in 
order to obtain the benefits of river development. Thorough investi- 
gation and careful planning can show us how to save and develop all 
of these things. 

Thank you | for the privilege of appearing here today. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you very much. 

(A memorandum to forest supervisors signed by Floyd Iverson, 
assistant regional forester, United States Forest Service, Missoula, 
Mont., follows :) 

MIssouLa, Mont., September 15, 1954. 


MEMORANDUM TO FOREST SUPERVISORS 
BITTERROOT, CLEARWATER, LOLO, NEZPERCE, AND ST. JOE 


Forest, district, regional, and Washington offices may be requested to furnish 
information concerning elk and deer population estimates within the North 
Fork and Middle Fork drainages of the Clearwater River. This is in relation 
to the proposed Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams. 

In order that a full understanding of these estimates may be had, the fol- 
lowing brief explanation of elk and deer population estimates is provided for 
your use: Overall elk and deer population estimates have been agreed upon with 
Mr. Harry Palmer, supervisor, district No. 2, Idaho State Fish and Game 
Department. The total estimate is 28,500 elk and 10,800 deer for the North 
Fork and Middle Fork drainages. Forest and district estimates agree with 
the general total estimate. The total elk estimate was agreed upon through 
kill figures obtained from hunter checking stations in 1953. The kill of 4,500 
elk during the dry hunting season of 1953 in the rough, remote Clearwater 
drainage means that there are a lot of elk within this drainage, and that Forest 
Service estimates were decidedly conservative. Therefore, our estimates have 
been increased, especially in the Middle Fork drainage of the Clearwater. In 
addition, an excellent calf crop is reported within the entire drainage. 

In our memorandum of August 12, elk and deer population estimates as related 
to the proposed Bruces Eddy Dam on the North Fork of the Clearwater and 
the proposed Penny Cliffs Dam on the Middle Fork of the Clearwater were 
presented as follows: 


North Fork drainage | Selwray-Lochsa (Middle Fork) above 
Elk: Kooskia 
Below forest boundary__.. 4,300) Elk: 
Above forest boundary_--- 6,500 Above high-pool area 
Below high-pool area___--- 10, 


Total 10, SOO 


Total 
Deer: 

Relow forest boundary___. 5, 600) Deer: 

Above forest boundary____ 1, 900 Above high-pool are 
Below high-pool are 


Total_ 
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The above estimates should be used in all information relases. Explanation 
of the four area estimates of the North Fork and Middle Fork drainages is as 
follows: 

Elk and deer estimates of the North Fork outside and below the forest boundary 
are made entirely by the State of- Idaho. Only 2,400 acres of national-forest 
land is involved in the flowage area of the proposed Bruces Eddy dam on the 
North Fork. Elk and deer estimates above forest boundaries on the North 
Fork agreed exactly with State estimates, and no revision of Forest Service 
estimates was required. 

tik and deer estimates on the Middle Fork drainage below the high pool area 
include the entire country contiguous to and within side drainages of the high 
pool area of the proposed Penny Cliffs Dam. An estimate of 10,700 elk and 
1,500 deer is made for the country adjacent to the proposed high pool area. Our 
district estimates do not add up to this total. However, elk and deer migrations 
in winter from adjacent upcountry districts make these estimates possible, since 
game movements downstream in winter do occur. ‘Therefore, our estimate 
is 17,500 elk and 3,000 deer for the entire Middle Fork, with the real possibility 
of 10,700 elk and 1,500 deer using all the winter ranges adjacent to the flowage 
area of the proposed Penny Cliffs Dam. 

The above estimates are not for the proposed flowage area itself, as explained 
above. 


FrLoyp IVERSON, 
Assistant Regional Forester, United States Forest Service. 


Senator Hruska. It is my understanding that Mr. Seaman, Mr. 
Gutermuth, Mr. Nadel, and Mr. Spencer Smith will file statements on 
the same subject. 


Mr. Branprorg. Mr. Chairman, I should say that Mr. Gutermuth 

was not in the room at the time that the other people representing con- 
servation organizations told me that this arrangement bey be agree- 
able. Mr. Gutermuth is in the room now, I believe. I don’t know 
what his feeling is on this matter. 


Mr. GurermutH. Mr. Chairman, my statement is very short. It 


merely substantiaties the position that was taken by the National Wild- 
life Federation. 


Senator Hruska. Is it your desire to submit it? 

Mr. Gutrermutu. I will enter my statement. 

Senator Hruska. That will be fine. 

(The following statements were submitted for the record :) 


STATEMENT BY E. A. SEAMAN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, SporRT FISHING INSTITUTE 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I am FE. A. Seaman, executive 
secretary of the Sport Fishing Institute. The Sport Fishing Institute is a non- 
profit, scientific, and educational fish-conservation agency, operated by profes- 
sional fish conservationists like myself. Its membership is mainly industrial, 
and its sole task is to help improve sport fishing by aiding and encouraging the 
development of better fish-conservation knowledge and practices. I’m submit- 
ting a 1-page statement describing the purpose and program of the Sport Fishing 
Institute. 

I am pleased to present my views to this committee in regard to omnibus bill 
H. R. 12080, particularly concerning the proposed Bruces Eddy Dam. 

At the outset I cannot favor the construction of any dam which is of such 
height that a practical fish ladder or fishway cannot be installed for the pur- 
pose of permitting important runs of anadromous fishes to move upstream for 
natural spawning. I refer to the famous steelhead and chinook salmon of the 
Columbia River drainage. 

These two species of fish are well known to sport and commercial fishermen 
and are important in the Clearwater River. These sea-run fish, especially the 
steelhead trout, consist of large populations in the river and this proposed dam 
would stop many miles of upstream spawning. 

The fishway at Lewiston, Idaho, permits increasing thousands of these fish to 
migrate into the upstream waters of the Clearwater. A high dam at Bruces Eddy 
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would prove most disastrous to the maintenance or further development of these 
important resources. 

I am confident that the members of this committee have no active desire to 
block this vital migration, and that you gentlemen already recognize that alterna- 
tive lower dams could eliminate this critical aspect. 

Testimony has been given earlier by others regarding the existing blocks to 
fish migration in the river system. In review, 60 percent of the Columbia River 
tributaries are blocked by existing dams to migrant steelhead and chinoook 
salmon. This proposed new dam would completely eliminate upstream spawning 
areas, in addition, and this may spell the death of an irreplaceable recreational! 
resource. 

Splendid steelhead and other trout fishing is enjoyed by sport fishermen in the 
Clearwater, in addition to commercial catches. In 1954, over 182,700 fishing 
trips were made, with 547,000 trout and 8,200 steelheads. 

In California in 19538 anglers spent $23.26 to catch each steelhead taken, and 
$16.85 to catch each salmon taken. On the Lower Rogue River in Oregon anglers 
spend $1,300,000 fishing for salmon in a single year—$102 for every fish caught. 

Last year 42,000 trout were taken by anglers on the North Fork of the Clear- 
water River. Of these, 60 percent were spawned by steelhead. This contribu- 
tion will be stopped cold by the proposed dam. This will likewise be true at the 
Penny Cliffs project. 

The harvest by commercial fishermen on the river system represents more than 
$17 million worth of business annually. The values of the sport-fishing catch 
may well reach several times this figure, according to the best estimates available. 

In 1955, 13,971 steelhead trout passed over the fishway at the Lewiston Dam. 
This is an increase from 3,683 fish in 1950. These fish will be stopped at the 
proposed Bruces Eddy Dam. This would be tragic, gentlemen, and I am sure 
you would not sanction this type of high dam knowing of the great and increased 
importance to sport fishing in America. In this nuclear age we ure and will 
continue to face more leisure time. Sport fishing has proven its role in the 
recreational happiness of our peoples. May we suggest alternative low dams 
be given serious consideration by this committee to replace the proposed Bruces 
Eddy Dam. We feel a compromise of a series of low dams combined with prac- 
tical fish ladders not in excess of 50 feet in lift, is acceptable to us rather than 
a single high dam which would form an insurmountable barrier in the beautiful 
Clearwater River. 

It is our understanding that investigations now being conducted by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service in regard to this proposed dam site are as yet 
incomplete. We are confident you gentlemen would recognize that there are good 
reasons for delay on this issue until at least the studies are complete and placed 
in your hands before making this vital decision for dam construction. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee for permitting me 
to present this statement. The Sport Fishing Institute is pleased to serve this 
body as best we can at any time. 


[Reprinted from Sport Fishing Institute Bulletin for January 1956] 
ABOUT THE Sport FISHING INSTITUTE 


The Sport Fishing Institute was organized in 1949 by a group of farsighted 
fishing-tackle manufacturers. The purpose was rather clearly stated by one of 
the founders when he said: “We’ve milked the cow long enough. Now it’s time 
to feed her.” The institute was organized in an effort to help fishing and fisher- 
men. It was set up as a fish-conservation agency, not as an organization aimed 
at promoting the sale of tackle. 

The founders realized, of course, that fishing intensity depends on the quality 
of fishing. If the catch is good, more anglers take to their favorite waters. If 
fishing is poor, many anglers turn to other less interesting forms of recreation. 
When more people go fishing. tackle sales increase. The tackle manufacturers 
did not create the institute out of sheer altruism. But by setting it up as a fish- 
conservation organization managed by trained fish conservationists, they re- 
moved any so-called taint of commercialism. The institute has complete freedom 
of action—an important asset. 

Well over 100 fishing-tackle manufacturers now contribute funds to the insti- 
tute. Their contributions are the major source of income. However. a growing 
number of other companies and individuals also contribute to the organization 
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Our main objective is to help improve fishing. We believe that this can be 
accomplished best by progressive fish conservation. With the constant increase 
in pressure, good fishing can’t be taken for granted any more—it must be created. 
Former fish-conservation methods—more or less indiscriminate stocking with 
small fish and the enforcement of arbitrarily made regulations—did not prevent 
“ gradual decline in the catch. Modern fish-conservation methods improve 
fishing : 

In older fields, such as medicine, our immense progress can be attributed 
mainly to factfinding, education, and rising professional standards. In fish 
conservation, our current progress can be attributed to these same factors. For 
this reason, the institute concentrates its attention on these same three items. 

The institute gives a number of research grants and graduate fellowships to 
stimulate needed fishery research and to assist in the training of fishery students. 
Such funds have been given to Cornell University, Iowa State College, Long 
Beach State College, Maryland Department of Research and Education, Uni- 
versity of Massachusetts, Universitv of Michigan, University of Minnesota, 
Montana State College, Northeast Missouri State Teachers College, Oklahoma 
Game and Fish Department, Southern Illinois University, Tulane University, 
and Utah State College. Other financial grants have been made to the Boy 
Scouts of America, and to the Izaak Walton League of America. 

The organization receives a growing number of inquiries about fish, fishing, 
and fish conservation: answering the mail has hecome a time-consuming job. 
We do not give advice on where to go fishing because this could lead to a feeling 
that we are prejudiced in favor of certain waters or certain areas. 

There is close collaboration with numerous State and Federal fishery and 
education organizations, sportsmen’s groups, private clubs, outdoor writers, and 
other groups. 

Maicr emphasis at present is on fish-conservation education because this 
seems to be the biggest bottleneck to progress. In this connection, circulation 
of the bulletin has been increased to 13,000. This 8-page monthly publication 
goes chiefly to fish and game administrators and commissioners, professional 
fish and game workers, conservation officers, outdoor writers, radio and TV 
sportscasters, officials of sportsmen’s organizations, United States Senators and 
Congressmen, and governors and lieutenant governors. 

Feature and special interest items in the Bulletin are widely reprinted in 
State fish and game or conservation magazines, in sportsmen’s newspapers and 
magazines, and in daily, weekly, and monthly consumer publications. In this 
way, the institute influences the thinking of millions of sportsmen. A number 
of feature articles were reprinted in over 40 known publications with a total 
circulation of several million copies. Because of the interest these were printed 
by the institute in two separate booklets, entitled “Fish Conservation Funda- 
menta's” and ‘Land, Water, and Fishing.” They are now available at approxi- 
mate costs of printing and mailing. 

The institute p’ blishes an annual review of fish-conservation activities carried 
on ly more than 65 States, Provinces, Federal agencies, and private organizations 
in North America. This review, about 80 pages, is the Fish Conservation High- 
lights. It is the only such summary available to lay conservation leaders and 
fishery workers alike 

A 4-color 28-by-44-inch conservation chart with 15-page text devised as a new 
method of teaching conservation to children of 3d- to 8th-grade age was prepared 
and is available from the institute at approximate cost of printing and mailing. 
The chart shows the effects of proper use and of misuse of soil, water, and forest 
resources on economic and recreational opportunity. Endorsed by leading con- 
servationists and educators, about 50,000 copies have been put in use. 

The institute cooperates close'y in the Boy Scouts conservation program. 
Special events fishing and fish-conservation activities are furnished. A new 
merit-badge book, Fishing, was prepared jointly. Funds are made available to 
help train Scout leaders in conservation principles. One result of this effort 
has been a recent fourfold increase in the number of merit badges issued in 
fishing. 

This isn’t a comprehensive report on the institute’s activities. We want 
merely to point out that the organization is growing, that its sole interest is 
to help improve fishing (through better fish conservation), and that emphasis 
at present is on helping to provide more educational materials for both adults 
and children. 
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STATEMENT oF C. R. GUTERMUTH 


Mr. Chairman, I am C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Manage- 
ment Institute, a private national conservation organization devoted to the im- 
proved management of natural resources in the public interest. 

We feel that the request before this committee for congressional authoriza- 
tion for the Corps of Engineers to get started on the Bruces Eddy Dam on the 
Clearwater River in Idaho is premature and most untimely. The institute is 
opposed to the consideration of a project of this magnitude in the closing hours 
of this Congress. 

It is untimely, first, because the appropriate committees of the House and 
Senate have not held adequate hearings to determine the feasibility and ad- 
visability of constructing a dam at this site. Furthermore, we think that it is 
ill advised to attempt to include a project of this magnitude in an omnibus 
authorization bill. 

There was an authorization bill in the 88d Congress for the Bruces Eddy Dam 
and it failed to receive consideration by the House Public Works Committee 
largely because of the widespread public opposition to its construction. In the 
first session of this Congress, an effort was made to secure an appropriation 
for this project prior to its being authorized by the Congress, and now there 
obviously is another attempt to keep this proposal from being considered on its 
merits. 

At the present time, personnel of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game are conducting a survey to deter- 
mine the effect that the Bruces Eddy Dam and the resulting impoundment would 
have on the game, fish, and recreational resources of the Clearwater area. These 
studies were authorized by the Congress, and the conservationists have assumed 
that this appraisal is being made to obtain facts for use by Congress when it 
can give full and proper consideration to an authorization request for the con- 
struction of this dam. 

Even though complete information is not yet available to appraise in detail 
the wildlife and recreational values of the Clearwater drainage, it is known 
that those values are substantial. This knowledge, in fact, prompted the Oregon 
State Game Commission and Oregon Fish Commission to prepare a joint report 
which appears on pages 10 to 17 of Senate Document No. 51, 84th Congress, ist 
session, relating to the threat to these resources from the proposals made by the 
Army Corps of Engineers for the Middle Snake River, Snake River and tribu- 
taries, Wyoming, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. The construction of a dam 
at the Bruces Eddy site, as well as the others that are proposed, the Oregon 
agencies agreed, would have a much more detrimental effect upon game, fish, 
and recreational resources of the Northwest than is indicated in the corps’ op- 
timistie report. 

We have heard numerous complaints of the unfair way in which the facts were 
scrambled in that Senate Document No. 51, Mr. Chairman. Much of the perti- 
nent information has not been included in that document by the corps. Anyone 
studying that report in an attempt to get the true facts of the case should take 
that matter into consideration, because Senate Document No. 51 does not con- 
tain all of the information that should be presented to the Congress for its con- 
sideration. The proposed dam would block the anadromous fish runs in that 
branch of the Clearwater and, in addition, would have a serious effect on the 
resident trout population. This stream is famous for steelhead trout and its 
obstruction with a dam of insurmountable height—even with a fishway—would 
eliminate it as a producer of sea-run fish. 

Those fishways, Mr. Chairman, are effective only to the point of carrying adult 
fish over dams considerably less than 100 feet in height. The dam under con- 
sideration today would exceed this height by many hundreds of feet. Nor is 
there a known method of guiding the young fish downstream and out to sea 
without tremendous losses. 

The Bruces Eddy impoundment would inundate 12,000 acres of prime winter 
browse plants and this loss of forage would create a serious wintering ground 
problem for many of the area’s 20,000 to 25,000 elk, as well as the large number of 
deer. Loss of this winter food would place those big-game animals in jeopardy 
and the impoundment itself would create a physical barrier to their necessary 
seasonal movements, 

We have not found a way to get those big-game animals to changes their 
ancestral movements, and when their migration routes are blocked, as would 
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be done in this case, it is inconceivable, from what we presently know of the 
habits and characteristics of big game, that the animals ever would find their 
way down into their former wintering grounds. 

Some people urge supplementary feeding programs as the means of offsetting 
the loss of winter range. The institute published The Elk of North America, 
by Dr. Olaus J. Murie, who is one of the leading authorities on elk. That book 
contains the findings of a 25-year intensive study of the habits and requirements 
of elk. It brings out quite graphically that it is virtually impossible to sustain 
elk by artificial feeding. 

Around 10,000 hunters bag nearly 4,000 big-game animals in the Clearwater 
drainage each year, and spend at least $3 million in so doing. The meat value 
alone, of those animals, is nearly $1 million annually, and approximately 
$200,000 worth of business is provided for the 40 or more commercial pack out- 
fitters in the area. Those important economic factors must be given serious 
consideration, 

The joint statement of the Oregon Game and Fish Commission in Senate Docu- 
ment No. 51 is an objective appraisal of the effect that the construction of this 
dam would have on the known natural resource values. It is based on their 
intimate knowledge of the game and fish and on the experiences that have been 
recorded following the erection of other dams in the Northwest. It is expected 
that the field studies of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game will reveal the magnitude of natural- 
resource values that should be considered whenever any authorizations are 
sought for dams in the Clearwater drainage. 

Mr. Chairman, it is hoped that no attempt will be made to take action on 
this authorization request at this time. Sincere and well-justified questions 
have been raised about the effect of this dam on the exceedingly valuable game, 
fish, and recreational resources of that part of Idaho. Let there be no mistake 
about it, the losses will be felt far beyond the boundaries of that one State. 

Upward of 30 million Americans purchase hunting and fishing licenses each 
year. Many millions more who hunt and fish are not required to have State 
licenses due to specific exemptions. Each year, untold millions of persons turn 
to the out-of-doors for recreational enjoyment and relaxation. Surely, any 
river-basin planning that is in the national interest should consider the effects 
of such impoundments on game, fish, and recreational resources as well as on 
flood control, navigation, and power production. 

It is our understanding that the plans for this particular dam contempalte the 
construction of a log-passing facility for the rapid and economical passing of logs 
over the dam, and the committee certainly should look into that. We cannot 
understand why the Federal Government should be obliged to provide such 
facilities for the convenience of a few logging operators, even though they will 
be required to cover the maintenance and operating costs. 

Thanks for your courtesy. 


STATEMENT IN BEHALF OF THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY BY MICHAEL NADEL, ASSISTANT 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 


My name is Michael Nadel. I am assistant executive secretary of the Wilder- 
ness Society, a private, nonprofit, philanthropic, national conservation organiza- 
tion with headquarters in Washington, D. C. I appreciate this opportunity of 
presenting some comments on the planned Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs dams 
on the north and middle forks respectively of the Clearwater River in Idaho. 

Even now, as these hearings are underway, extensive studies are being con- 
ducted by the United States Fish and Wildiife Service, and the Idaho Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game, of the fish and wildlife and recreational resources in the 
area which would be affected. 

These studies, which I believe are only in the early stages as of now, are 
of serious importance at a time when distinguished biologists and conservation 
leaders are warning of the jeopardy of a dam at Bruces Eddy to our fishery 
resources, and to our resources of big game such as elk. 

I have not myself visited in this erea. Mr. Howard Zahniser, the executive 
secretary of the Wilderness Society and editor of the Living Wilderness, has 
inspected the upper reaches of the Clearwater which would be affected by the 
planned Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs dams. Mr. Zahniser is concerned with 


the threat of these dams to our wildlife resources and to thousands of acres 
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of valuable forest land. He is deeply concerned with the threat that the Penny 
Cliffs dam would back waters clear into the Selway-Bitterroot primitive area 
for a distance of 6 miles, thus destroying the sanctity of wilderness, as well as 
major wildlife values. 

The proposed dams would flood out the great winter range of the elk herd 
and block the migration routes. 

The president and director of the Wilderness Society, Dr. Olaus, J. Murie 
(who is at present in Alaska studying wilderness areas of the Brooks Range 
and making a survey of the wildlife problems in Alaska), has studied the pro- 
posals for Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs dams. He expressed fear of the damage 
that these impoundments would cause the elk heard. As a distinguished scientist 
and biologist, and the author of The Elk of North America—a study reputed to 
be one of the foremost in the field, published by the Wildlife Management Insti- 
tute—Dr. Murie stated at a hearing before the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, in Washington, D. C., that the Bruces Eddy impoundment would 
flood canyons in which is located and crucial winter range of the elk. On this 
winter range is produced the browse species which elk require in order to subsist. 
The total wintering range for elk is already so drastically reduced that any 
further obligation of that range can do violence to the existence of the herds. 

With these clear warnings before us, it would evidently be questionable to 
proceed with authorization of the Bruces Eddy or Penny Cliffs dams before the 
results of the surveys by the Federal and State biologists have been submitted 
and studied. 

It is being urged by the Army Corps of Engineers that authorization for 
Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs dams go ahead at once, without awaiting the 
outcome of the studies. The Lewiston (Idaho) Morning Tribune, in its issue 
of July 12, 1956, quotes Brig. Gen. Louis H. Foote as saying: “At least 2 years 
will be required before construction can start * * * after completion of studies 
currently being carried on by the Idaho Fish and Game Department.” 

This appears to read as though the studies are being discounted in advance, 
whatever the results. Is the urge for the dam by its proponents stronger than 
prudence? Is it stronger than the vital concern of all the people with resources 
for which there can be no substitute? The Fish and Wildlife Service is charged 
by Congress, among other programs, with determining the probable effect of river 
developments on wildlife, and it is charged with the responsibility of insuring 
the conservation of the Nation’s wildlife (both for their recreational and eco- 
nomie values), and to prevent the destruction or depletion of these natural re- 
sources. Thus it would seem that we are bound to await the outcome of the 
studies that have been initiated before committing what may be a grievous 
blunder. 

We come to these crossroads of purpose, where a long, searching appraisal must 
be made of the values by which we shall be governed. These yalues must de- 
termine what our decisions of today will leave for the future. We do not op- 
pose dams as such, but there is a concern with where dams are put and what 
values they displace. We may yet see monumental dams, like gravestones, 
towering in obsolete emptiness, replaced in some instances by new avenues of 
power developed by science. It would be tragic indeed to see these monu- 
mental gravestones over the land, reminders of great and vital resources obliter- 
ated. No synthetic can follow the destruction of a wilderness, of fish and wild- 
life, of forest lands—all of which are essentials for a healthy social culture. 
In a healthy social culture lies the conservation of the human. 

Indeed this is a time for the engineers, the social planners, the representa- 
tive agencies, and the conservation leaders, to get together and plan these proj- 
ects for the long perspective. In such planning there need be no genuine 
conflict. 

To conclude these comments, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of this committee, 
we support our cooperating wildlife conservation groups in disapproving the 
planned Bruces Eddy and Pennycliffs Dams on the ground that they would 
destroy important wildlife resources and wilderness values. 

I thank you for your courtesy in permitting me to offer these remarks. 
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STATEMENT OF Dr. SPENCER M. SMITH, SECRETARY OF THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE 
ON NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Chairman, today, I appear before the committee in a dual role. The first 
of these is as the secretary of the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources, 
which is composed of some of the most distinguished and outstanding conserva- 
tionists in the United States. It is a nonprofit, private, nonpartisan, membership 
organization devoted to the conservation and proper utilization of natural re- 
sources in the public interest. In addition, I have been asked to represent the 
National Parks Association, which is a well-established membership organiza- 
tion of more than 50 years. It has as members some of the most distinguished 
citizens in the United States. The National Parks Association, as I am sure 
most of the committee is aware, is devoted to protection, proper management, 
and enhancement of our national parks and our scenic and natural resources. 

Both of these organizations which it is my great privilege to represent are 
unalterably opposed to authorization of a dam at Bruces Eddy on the Clearwater 
River in Idaho. May I hasten to add that in this opposition we are not at- 
tempting to oppose or obstruct the development of natural resources of the 
West, a development that we support as a necessary consequence of the better 
standard of living for the people of the United States in the future. The pur- 
pose of the conservationists, however, is to accomplish this development with- 
out destroying the wildlife, recreational, and scenic values, which when once 
seriously altered or destroyed can never be replaced. It is our hope that we 
are wise enough to realize that all of these aims are not perfectly compatible, 
but we feel most sincerely that cooperative efforts in the planning and con- 
sideration of development can obviate unnecessary destruction contingent to 
that development. 

We take sharp issue with those who contend that there is no relationship be- 
tween the construction of the high dam at Hells Canyon and the proposed dams 
for the Clearwater. 

The proponents of the Clearwater dams have mystified us again and again with 
their arguments supporting this construction. Some contend that fish are of no 
importance, yet they want a considerable amount of money to study whether the 
construction of this dam on the Clearwater will be adverse to fish survival. It 
is understandable that this confusion can result when the same individual con- 
tends that the steelhead is not a commercial fish. This lack of knowledge is in- 
dicative of the same lack of knowledge as to what effects the construction would 
have upon the elk herds of the Clearwater drainage basin. Competent biologists 
are on record in direct opposition as to the adverse effect upon wildlife. 

A number of questions have come to the mind of conservationists that we 
should like to place before the committee for their deliberation and considera- 
tion. We feel these to be logical inquiries to the case that the proponents of the 
Clearwater dams have made. 

First, the proponents contend that they need desperately control of the Clear- 
water because of its flooding. They further contend that dams on other parts of 
other rivers cannot manage the Clearwater floods. Upon first inspection this ap- 
pears to be a logical argument—until the proponents point out that these dams 
would prevent the serious and destructive floods of the Portland area or the other 
downstream areas so seriously affected by the Snake River. The contention of 
the proponents at this point is somewhat fuzzy. Are they contending that the 
dams are necessary on the Clearwater in order to control floods on the Snake? 
Or are they contending that the dams are necessary to control floods on the Clear- 
water? If the latter is their concern, then it is obvious that smaller, upstream 
dams may be able to accomplish this to a better degree than the proposed con- 
struction. 

The proponents of the dam seem to imply that floods are a yearly concern of the 
people in the Clearwater drainage basin. The facts indicate, however, that such 
is not the case. Actually, there have been only 2 floods on the Clearwater in 60 
years—1 in 1933 and 1 in 1948. The proponents have used the unique aspects 
of the 1948 floods as the strong argument for dams on the Clearwater to prevent 
the inundation of the downstream areas on the Snake River. In the year 1948, 1 
year in 60, a unique distribution of the snow pack for that area was responsible 
for the part played by the Clearwater in that flood. The following is a table 
showing the snow-pack figures as a percentage of average readings for water 
content of the snow pack: 
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Snake Basin 


Course ; Mar. 1, | 
1956 ° | 


—————E 


Above Jackson Lake 158 || Payette River.__..__. 
Jackson Lake to Heise 124 || Malheur River___-. 
Heise to American Falls 124 || Burnt River. 
Southern tributaries b 120 | Powder River. 


er bee reer. ......-...... 131 || Hells Canyon Dam site: 
Big Wood River...........--- 129 Salmon River. -. 


eee ‘ 135 Clearwater River-- 
Owyhee River 120 | 
\ 


It is perfectly obvious that this 1 year in 60 is the primary basis of the con- 
tention by proponents of the dams on the Clearwater. Also, another misleading 
aspect of the Clearwater flood-control argument is the flash-flood type of flow that 
is inherent in the Clearwater hydrology. The Clearwater has peaked to a higher 
point than the Snake, with the maximum recorded flow at the mouth of the Clear- 
water a 172,000 cubic feet per second ; but the Columbia Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee, in a report of May 1951, clearly shows in their hydrograph of monthly run- 
off that, while the Clearwater River peaks to a higher point than does the Snake, 
it is not sustaining while the peak of the Snake is sustaining. This is due to the 
topography surrounding the Clearwater River drainage basin and the topography 
responsible for the discharge into the Snake above the confluence of the Clear- 
water and Snake Rivers. 

If the objective is flood control for the Snake River, we should like to quote 
Gordon H. Fernald, Corps of Engineers, Chief, Planning and Water Control 
Branch, North Pacifie Division, Portland, Oreg., when he testified before the House 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee on March 31, 1952: 

“The Hells Canyon project is considered to be an integral unit in the so-called 
main control plan and is essential to the provision of the necessary storage needed 
in the basin for the control of floods, the needs of navigation, the development of 
hydroelectric power, and full realization of the other benefits of water resource 
development.” 

The Corps of Engineers cited also, on page 474 of the same hearings, that the 
Hells Canyon site alone would take seven-tenths of a foot off the 1948 crest but 
more than a foot off the 1894 crest. It was intended to provide about one-eighth 
of the main control plan storage. The regulation of the Snake River by the 
use of High Hells Canyon can accomplish this without the subsidiary dams on 
the Clearwater River. It should be pointed out also that, at the time the Corps 
of Engineers was considering a dam at Kooskia, Gen. E. C. Itschner, of the Corps 
of Engineers, wrote in a letter to Paul Raver the following: 

“Since Hells Canyon is located on Snake River and Kooskia is located on Clear- 
water River, Kooskia could not be considered as a full substitute for Hells 
Canyon.” 

Conservationists are saying that it appears to them that when the high dam 
at Hells Canyon was abandoned in favor of the three small dams, it was not 
done primarily for purposes of flood control on the Snake River. More credence 
is given to the primary reason, in our judgment, by the statement made by 
General Foote and reported in the Lewiston Tribune on December 3, 1955, when 
he said that if Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams were authorized by Congress, 
“it will be a big step in solving the question of storage.’ The press went on to 
report: 

“According to the division engineer the 308 report is being revised not only 
because of the loss of 2.8 million acre-feet of storage when three lower dams to 
be built by Idaho Power Co. were authorized instead of a high dam providing 
3.8 million acre-feet of storage (IPC’s Brownlee Dam, 1 of the 3 authorized, will 
provide 1 million acre-feet ).” 

The conservationists feel that it makes more sense to try to replace that storage 
given away with the authorization of the 3 small dams than it does to consruct 
dams on a river that has flooded 2 times in more than half a century. We also 
agree with General Itschner that there is no substitute to be found for the control 
of the river by controlling some other river. 

It also seems abundantly clear that the area immediately contiguous to this 
particular dam site wants a power project which admittedly could not be built 
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by private enterprise to be built by the Government and operated by a private 
company in order to obtain tax revenue for their particular area. Wildlife 
groups throughout the State are certainly in the majority in their opposition 
to the project. Those few wildlife organizations which are supporting it are 
primarily those in the immediate area. 

Conservationists are not impugning motives, but logic seems to lay bare one 
possible reading—that the revenue interests may be by far paramount in the 
desire for this structure over achieving flood-control purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say in conclusion that the conservationists are well 
aware that, with a general increase in population in the United States and the 
concomitant demands for greater hydroelectric power, for greater utilization of 
water resources and also for greater recreational and scenic resources, some plan 
and procedure must be worked out to achieve the maximum utilization, and we 
insist that the term “maximum utilization” be inclusive of protecting natural 
areas and resources therein. 

We hope that the committee in their deliberation considers carefully the 
rationale of why the high Hells Canyon project and the Bruces Eddy project are 
inseparably related. 


Senator Hruska. Are there any witnesses in the room, other than 
those repreesnting the Corps of Engineers, who have anything for any 
of the projects we have heard today ‘ 

If not, we will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock in the morning. At 
that time, General Itschner, unless there are remaining witnesses on 
this list, we will get to witnesses from your corps for the purpose of 
supplementing testimony already given. 

(Whereupon, at 4:48 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at 10 a.m. Wednesday, July 18, 1956.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 18, 1956 


Unirep SraTes SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop ConrRot—Rivers AND HaArpors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a. m. in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Hruska, Bender, and Long. 

Senator Kerr. Congressman Minshall, please. I understand that 
you want to talk to us about Cleveland, Lakewood, Rocky River, and 
Bay Village, Ohio. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM E. MINSHALL, CONGRESSMAN 
FROM THE 23D DISTRICT, STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Minsnatrt. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before the 


Senate Committee on Public Works in support of S. 1817, a bill intro- 
duced by my good friend and predecessor in the House of Representa- 
tives, the junior Senator from Ohio. 

Senator Bender’s bill would authorize the appropriation of funds 
for the construction of a breakwater for the protection of the Cleve- 
land, Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Village, Ohio, shore of Lake 
Erie, the total of which is within the 23d Congressional District I am 
privileged to represent in the C — 

This bill is identical to H. R. 45 24, a bill which I introduced in the 
H{fouse of Representatives last year on March 1, 1955. 

Both of these bills were introduced to obtain Federal assistance for 
the protection of the shores of Lake Erie on a line that extends from 
Cleveland across Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Village to the 
Cuyahoga-Lorain County line. 

This committee is far more familiar than I with the total destrue- 
tive force of beach erosion along the thousands of miles of shoreline 
in the United States, and I can assure the committee that in this 
particular area of which I speak, the damage to the beach from erosion 
is as bad as any the committee has ever seen. 

The cost of preventing this needless destruction is more than the 
individual property owners can bear. Their property costs are the 
highest in the area and the tax value of their property is likewise the 
highest. And unless there is outside assistance to help these property 
owners, the land will likely become a public waste with the resultant 
loss of tax revenue to the local governments. 
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Immediately upon my introduction of H. R. 4524, I am proud to 
say, I received hundreds of encouraging letters from the residents 
of these communities, but more important, the mayors and council 
members of these municipalities began holding meetings to prepare 
for their participation in the project. . 

My files are thick with documents and letters justifying this pro- 
posal, and I will be glad to answer at this time any questions the com- 
mittee may ask. 

Mr. Chairman, again I wish to thank you for this opportunity to 
appear before the committee. I hope the committee will act favorably 
on this important measure. 

(S. 1817 is as follows :) 


[S. 1817, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the appropriation of funds for the construction of a breakwater for 
~- protection of the Cleveland, Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Village, Ohio, shore 
of Lake Erie 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Department of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is hereby authorized and directed to construct 
a breakwater for the protection of the Cleveland, Lakewood, Rocky River, and 
Bay Village, Ohio, shore of Lake Erie. 


Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Congressman. Do you have any sup- 
porting data you want to put in the record ? 

Mr. MrinsHatu. I would like to submit some pictures of the area that 
were not readily available this morning. They are being reproduced. 
May I submit them to the committee in the next day or two? 

Senator Kerr. It would be very good if you could get them in the 
next 2 days. 

Mr. Minsuatt. I shall make every effort to do so. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any other witnesses here for this project? 

Senator Kerr. Senator Bender, we called for you this morning to 
give testimony on the proposed Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Vil- 
lage, Ohio, matter. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE H. BENDER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Senator Benper. Ohio really needs this relief. Lake Erie is part 
of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway operation for which we ap- 
propriated vast sums of money. Beach erosion set in so that we are 
without facilities unless we have the breakwater. Actually homes are 
being dumped into Lake Erie, and the beaches—we have no beaches 
there on this great body of water. The breakwater, I have discussed 
this matter with the Army engineers over a period of time, and the 
breakwater is the only way that we can get the kind of relief for that 
vast industrial area that we need. 

Senator Kerr. May I at this point ask the Chief of Engineers: Is 
this a similar project to the one which has been discussed with refer- 
ence to Detroit ? 

Mr. Brennan. Not quite. This is a beach-erosion project, whereas 
the three projects I discussed on Detroit Beach, Point Place, and 
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Lakewood-Luna Pier, are projects for the protection of inland areas 
from actual flooding from the Great Lakes. 

Senator Kerr. Then the objection that the Bureau of the Budget 
lodged with reference to the Detroit projects would not be applicable 
to this project ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Proceed, Senator. 

Senator Benper. That is about all that I have. I don’t want to 
take your time. This is a project that anyone who is informed— 
certainly the Army engineers—can appreciate as to the merits of this. 
All the cities in that territory are affected. This relief is necessary. 
Why consume your time with a lot of unnecessary argument ? 

The Army engineers I am sure can give you a bill of particulars 
as to why we are asking for this. 

Senator Kerr. We will give them that opportunity. 

Thank you, Senator Bender. 

Senator Benner. Thank you very much. I appreciate it. 

Senator Hruska. This project is Cleveland, Lakewood, Rocky 
River, Bay Village, Ohio. 

General Irscuner. General Weaver. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. T. D. WEAVER, PRESIDENT OF BEACH 
EROSION BOARD 


General Weaver. I am Gen. T. D. Weaver, President of the Beach 
Erosion Board. I believe I can save the time if I read this statement. 

Senator Hruska. Very well. 

General Weaver. Senate bill 1817 would authorize the appropria- 
tion of funds for the construction of a breakwater for the protection 
of the Cleveland, Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Village, Ohio, 
shore of Lake Erie. The area specifically referred to in the bill is 
understood to extend from the easterly edge of Edgewater Park, 
where it borders on the Cleveland Harbor area, to Bay Village, some 
10 miles to westward. 

This stretch of shoreline was covered in two different cooperative 
studies for beach-erosion control. The first study, Cleveland and 
Lakewood, Ohio, Beach Erosion Control Study, made in cooperation 
with the city of Cleveland was completed in 1948 and was published 
in House Document 502, 81st Congress, 2d session. It included de- 
tailed studies of this shoreline as far westward as Rocky River Beach 
which is about 4 miles east of Bay Village. As a result of this study 
Federal projects at Edgewater Park (immediately to west of Cleve- 
land Harbor) and at White City Park (about 8 miles east of Cleve- 
land Harbor) were recommended. These projects were authorized 
in the River and Harbor Act of September 3, 1954, at a combined total 
estimated first cost of $4,031,700 and Federal share of first cost of 
$1,343,900. No Federal funds have as yet been appropriated for 
these projects. The second study, Ohio Shoreline of Lake Erie, 
Sheffield Lake Village to Rocky River, Beach Erosion Control Study 
made in cooperation with the State of Ohio was completed in 1952 
and was published in House Document 127, 83d Congress, Ist session. 
It covered the shoreline for 15 miles westward of Rocky River. Bay 
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Village which is just west of Rocky River is included in this study. 
Bay Village is at the western end of the area affected by the bill we are 
talking about today. 

No Federal projects were recommended in the latter study. Both of 
these studies outlined in considerable detail the most effective and 
economical means for protection of the many segments of the shore- 
line by such measure as revetinents, groins, bulkheads, and placement 
of sand gills. 

Subsequently local interests have advocated general protection of 
the entire stretch of the shore by means of a breakwater located sev- 
eral hundred feet lakeward of the waterline and apparently for useful 
purposes other than shore protection alone. The construction of such 
a breakwater was not considered in either of the reports reterted to. 

The Secretary of the Army in a letter of August 5, 1955, to the chair- 
man of the Senate Committee on Public Works responding to the 
chairman’s —- for the views of the Department of the Army with 

respect to S. 1817, stated that the Department is opposed to the bill. 

He noted that the completed reports recommended types of shore pro- 
tection which are more economical than an offshore breakwater. He 
commented also that with the exception of the two publicly owned 
areas authorized for protection in the River anod Harbor Act of 1954, 
Federal participation in the cost of shore protection was not recom- 
mended in these reports for the reason that the shoreline is, for the 
most part, privately owned frontage and as such is not eligible for 
F ederal participation in the cost of protective measures under exist- 
ing beach-erosion law. 

The Department of the Army does not have an estimate as to the 
cost of the work proposed in the bill but, as the Secretary pointed 
out, it would be considerably in excess of the cost of the types of shore 
protection recommended in the reports. 

If improvements for purposes other than shore protection are de- 
sired, a survey will be necessary. The Department of the Army is not 
presently authorized to make such a survey. 

(Letters referred to this project follow :) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. @., July 27, 1955 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Drar MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 27, 1955, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8S. 1817, a bill to authorize 
the appropriation of funds for the construction of a breakwater for the protec- 
tion of the Cleveland, Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Village, Ohio, shore 
of Lake Erie. 

The purpose of the bill is set forth in its title. 

Reports on cooperative beach erosion control studies covering these portions 
of the shore of Lake Erie have been made by the Secretary of the Army, and 
are published in House Document No, 502, Sist Congress, and House Document 
No. 127, 88d Congress. These reports included recommendations for more eco- 
nomical types of shore protection than a breakwater. Work to protect publicly 
owned shores at Cleveland and Lakewood, Ohio, recommended in House Docu- 
ment 502, was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1954. Federal par- 
ticipation in the cost of shore protection at other areas was not recommended. 

No estimate of cost of the breakwater which would be authorized by the 
enactment of S. 1817 is available, but the report which the Department of the 
Army is submitting to your committee indicates that it would be considerably 
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in excess of the costs of other types of effective shore protection considered for 
this area. 
Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget would recommend against enact- 
ment of S. 1817. 
Sincerely yours, 
PERCY RAPPAPOR?, 
Assistant Director. 


Aveust 5, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of 
the Department of the Army with respect to S. 1817, 84th Congress, a bill to 
authorize the appropriation of funds for the construction of a breakwater for 
the protection of the Cleveland, Lakewood, Rocky River, and Bay Village, 
Ohio, shore of Lake Erie. 

The Department of the Army is opposed to the above-mentioned bill, the pur- 
pose of which is set forth sufficiently in its title. 

The Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with the State of Ohio, conducted 
studies covering the area set forth in the bill in the interest of beach erosion 
control. The reports on these studies are published as House Document No, 
502, Slst Congress, and House Document No. 127, 83d Congress. As a result 
of the studies, the reports recommended effective types of shore protection 
which are more economical than an offshore breakwater. With the exception 
of two publicly owned areas authorized for protection by the River and Harbor 
Act of 1954 (6S Stat. 1248) at an estimated Federal cost of $1,348,900, Federal 
participation in the cost of shore protection was not recommended in these 
reports for the reason that the shoreline is, for the most part, privately owned 
frontage and as such is not eligible for Federal participation in the cost of 
protective measures under existing beach erosion law. 

This Department does not have an estimate as to the cost of the work pro- 
posed in the bill, however, as indicated, it would be considerably in excess of 
the cost of the types of shore protection recommended in the above-mentioned 
reports. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Hruska. Is the beach erosion law applicable here the 
same as that which is applicable on seashore ? 

General Weaver. Yes, sir. It was under that same law. 

Senator Hruska. The same basic law applies to both situations? 

yeneral Weaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Why was that report made in 1948 and in 1952 
in view of the fact that the bulk of the property involved here is pri- 

vately owned / 

General Wraver. A very large percentage is privately owned. The 
city of Cleveland actually sponsored the first report in accordance 
with the law, and the report recommended 3 projects, 2 of which 
were authorized and the other deferred because the city of Cleveland 
was considering some work of its own. 

I have a copy of the bill here. This bill refers to no report and does 
not indicate any estimate of costs. 

There is one other factor. One of the reasons for the report being 
made was because the people in the local community, Cleveland and 
so on, were interested in finding out what plans, what protection, could 
be provided, and what was the most economical protection that could 
be provided. A cooperative study report was one way in which such 
information could be developed. 
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As you know, the local sponsor pays 50 percent of the cost of such 
studies. 


Senator Hruska. Does that complete your statement, General ? 

General Weaver. On this bill; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Are there witnesses here with respect to the Waimea 
Beach and Hanapepe Bay, T. H. 

I have a statement by Mrs. Joseph R. Farrington, Delegate to Con- 
gress from Hawaii, which will go in the record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows: :) 


STATEMENT BY Mrs. JoserpH R. FARRINGTON, DELEGATE TO CONGRESS FROM HAWAII 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to present this statement to your 
committee to support the report of the Beach Erosion Board on the beach erosion 
control project at Waimea Beach and Hanapepe Bay on the island of Kauai, 
T. H. It is my understanding that the Corps of Engineers has submitted a fav- 
able report on this project. 

This has been under study for many years. I need hardly point out to the 
members of your committee the importance of the control of beach erosion. This 
is a constant problem in Hawaii, where our Territory is made up of a group of 
islands and where we are constantly having to take care of erosion on our beaches 
in all parts of the islands. 

The Waimea Beach and Hanapepe Bay project covers an area on the south 
shore of the island of Kauai. Kauai is the northernmost island of our group and 
is called the Garden Island because of its exceptional beauty. One of the greatest 
charms of the islands is the beautiful beaches. 

The recommended plans of protection of Waimea Beach and Hanapepe Bay 
will stabilize and protect the shoreline and protect adjacent property. The area is 
both privately and publicly owned. The engineers’ report states that the benefits 
from the prevention of losses of the publicly owned lands and damages to public 
property justify the recommended protective measures. The Corps of Engineers 
recommends that the Federal Government participate to the extent of one-third 
of the costs of the work applicable to the publicly owned shores. 

The estimated cost of the work at Waimea is $23,800 and at Hanapepe Bay 
$59,600. The Federal share is estimated at $4,000 for Waimea and $16,000 for 
Hanapepe, or a total Federal contribution of $20,000. 

The improvements will consist of the construction of a rubble-mound seawall ap- 
proximately 1,240 feet long at Waimea and 1,525 feet at Hanapepe. 

The Territory is to provide all of the necessary lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way for the construction and maintenance of the improvement; assure the 
maintenance of protective measures for these improvements; and also give 
assurance of continued public ownership of the shores on which the amount of 
Federal participation is based and their administration for public use during the 
life of the project. 

I urge that favorable considerable be given to the report by the Corps of En- 
gineers and that this project be authorized in order to prevent further erosion 
of Waimea Beach and Hanapepe Bay and increase the recreational beach areas 
at Waimea Beach. This will be greatly appreciated by the people of Hawaii. 


Senator Hruska. Is Waimea and Hanapepe Bay, T. H., also a 
beach erosion situation. 


General Weaver. I havea brief statement on this. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. T. D. WEAVER, PRESIDENT OF THE BEACH 
EROSION BOARD 


General Wraver. This report that I am presenting to you covers 
the cooperative study made in cooperation with the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners in the Territory of Hawaii. It concerns two beach ero- 
sion problems of Waimea and Hanapepe on the island of Kauai, which 
is about 80 miles northwest of Oahu, the main island, where Honolulu 
is located. 
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These problem areas are located about 7 miles apart on the southern 
shore of the island. The report is made in accordance with section 2 
of the Rivers and Harbors Act of July 1930. 

There is no existing beach erosion control project on that island, 
and the report has not been published, although it has been sub- 
mitted to the Congress. 

I will take them up separately. Waimea is a village of 5,900 pop- 
ulation and has a beach front of about 1 mile extending westward from 
this river (the Waimea River). There are 1,240 feet of shore involved 
in the problem area. This isa small pier and this is Waimea River and 
here is a flood wall supposed to keep the water from the river from flow- 
ing over onto the beach. Of that 1,240 feet length of beach, 624, or 
roughly half of it, is publicly owned. The problem is one of continu- 
ous recession of the shoreline. It averaged about 3 feet a year dur- 
ing the last 33 years. There is not enough beach material moving 
along the shore to correct the recession and erosion is eating back 
into the shore frontage. They have lost about 5,000 cubic yards of 
beach material per year during the last 20 years, and they have lost 
a total of 161,000 square feet of beach. 

Senator Hruska. General Weaver, is the recession of the shoreline 
apart from the beach also affected? Does the shoreline aside from the 
beach recede as much and in the same ratio as the beach itself has 
done? 

General Weaver. Yes. Really the berm of the beach is cutting 
back in here. 

Senator Hruska. The area line to the west of that beach, is that 
receding any ? 

General Weaver. A little bit. That is not important because that 
area is not populated. 

Senator Hruska. I understand it is not important. Is it a general 
condition or is it something that attaches to this piece of shoreline? 

General Weaver. The study did not go westward of that point, so 
that I can’t say specifically. They made no comment on it because it 
wasn’t included in the study area. 

The local people naturally desire to have further erosion of the 
beach stopped. They also would like to have an increased recrea- 
tional beach area in here. They also want a small breakwater out here 
to give better shelter for a small-boat harbor. That was not consid- 
ered in the problem. 

The solution, the recommendation of the district engineer on this, 
was that although for all purposes the placement of sand fill here with 
groins to hold it would give a superior solution, yet it is not an eco- 
nomical solution, and therefore he recommended that the 1,240 feet 
of beach there be protected by the construction of a rubble-mound 
seawall, at a total cost of $23,800, of which the Federal share would 
only be $4,000. You notice that that takes cognizance of the sections 
under private ownership there ; in other words, the Federal share being 
based on one-third of the cost of the protection of only the publicly 
owned property. 

The annual charges for such construction would amount to $1,029, 
of which the Federal share would be only $141. 

The annual benefits were $1,116, of which $922 was prevention of 
land loss, not beach loss, but land loss, and $194 was the elimination 
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of maintenance of the road along in here, and of some maintenance 
on this pier, making a benefit-cost ratio of 1.08 to 1 for that particular 
project. 

Hanapepe, which presents a somewhat similar condition, is a vil- 
lage of 1,500 population. They have a port here, Port Allen Har- 
bor, and a pier which are not in the immediate problem area. The 
beach front is 1,525 feet in length. Back of that beach is a hard 
surfaced road, with a public cemetery in here | pointing to west end]. 
There is a National Guard Armory here, and a vocational school and 
tennis court and pavillion and park. The beach has been eroding 
constantly. The material moves to the eastward toward the mouth 
of the Hanapepe River. It builds up here but is denuded here 
[ pointing |. 

The local people want to have the problem corrected because they 
have moved that road back three times. And now they have gotten 
back to where they can’t move the road any more and will have to re- 
locate it at some other place. 

The cemetery is threatened. Unless the land in front of it is 
stabilized and prevented from further erosion, they estimate that that 
cemetery will have to be moved entirely in 15 years. 

The local people of course want to stop that erosion. The district 
engineer, the reporting officers, recommend the protection of this shore 
by a rubble mound seawall with a total length of 1,525 feet. Even 
though placement of sand fills and groins w ould give a better job, they 
would be more expensive. This is a more economical protection for 
that stretch of shore. The total cost of this work is $59,600, of which 
$16,000 would be the Federal share. 

The annual charges are estimated at $2,642, of which $564 would be 
the Federal share for interest and amortization. 

The annual benefits are estimated at $3, 664, thus making a ratio 
of benefits to cost of 1.89 to 1 at the current prices. 

The terms of local cooperation on these projects are those usual for 
beach erosion control. They must obtain first the approval of the 
Chief of Engineers prior to the commencement of work on either 
project of the detailed plans and specifications, and of the arrange- 
iments for the prosecution of the work on that project. The local 
people must provide at their own expense all lands, easements and 
rights-of-way for accomplishment of the work and give assurances 
that they will continue public ownership of the shores on which the 
amount of Federal participation in the cost is based and that the 
shores will be administered for public use during the useful life of the 
project. Local interests must maintain the protective measures dur- 
ing their useful life as may be required to serve their purpose. 

The board of harbor commissioners, the sponsoring agency in 
Hawaii, are favorable to this project. They look forward to an in- 
creased tourist business in that country and think that some day some 
time these beaches should be increased in area, However, they are 
favorable to this project. The Bureau of the Budget does not ob- 
ject to the submission of the report. 

Senator Hruska. General, are there any similar beach erosion 
projects in this general area ? 

General Weaver. Not on this island. This is the only one on the 
island of Kauai. The only beach erosion project in the whole Ter- 
ritory was at Waikiki, authorized some years ago. 
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Senator Hruska. The standards applied here and the recommenda- 
tions and report which you make are in keeping with the same stand- 
ards that are applied here i in the continental United States / 

General Weaver. Yes, sir. They are exactly the same. 

Senator Hruska. Under that same beach erosion law to which you 
referred ? 

General Weaver. Public Law 727. That report, I may say, was ap- 
proved by the Beach Erosion Board on the 17th of January 1956 and 
by the Chief of Engineers on the 26th of April 1956 and has been 
transmitted to the Congress. There is no objection to it by the Bureau 


of the Budget. 
Senator Hruska. Thank you. Does that complete your statement ? 
General Weaver. Yes, sir. 
(Documents nine: to this project follow :) 


STATEMENT BY Bric. GEN. THERON D, WEAVER, UNITED STATES ARMY, PRESIDENT, 
BeacH Erosion Boarp 


The report on protection against beach erosion at Waimea and Hanapepe on 
Kauai Island is presented in a study made in cooperation with the Board of Har- 
bor Commissioners of the Territory of Hawaii as authorized under the River and 
Harbor Act of July 8, 1980. The report has not been published. There is no exist- 
ing beach erosion control project on Kauai. 

Waimea, with a population of 5,900, and Hanapepe, with a population of 1,500 
are villages located about 7 miles apart on the south shore of the Island of Kauai 
which is some SO miles northwest of Oahu. 

Waimea.—Waimea has a beach front of 1 mile extending westward from the 
Waimea River. The problem area is 1,240 feet in length starting 500 feet west of 
the river. Of this frontage 624 feet, or about half, is publicly owned. A street, 
residences, and a public park face the shore. 

A flood wall along the west side of the river functions also as a jetty but is 
subject to occasional overtopping by flood waters. In 1949 the flood waters flowed 
across the beach and destroyed several houses, a pavilion in the public park, boat- 
houses, and walls along the beach. The existing emergency revetment and walls 
along the shore are generally inadequate to prevent erosion damage. A critical 
erosion problem has existed for many years. Recession of the shore line amounted 
to an average of 3 feet per year for the last 33 years. From 1918 to 1926 about 
161,000 square feet of beach area was lost and since 1926 about 5,000 cubic yards 
of beach material has been lost annually. 

Local interests desire that further erosion of the beach be prevented and that 
the usable recreational beach area be increased. 

The report indicates that a beach fill operation would be a superior solution to 
the problem but recommends as most practicable and economical a project for 
beach protection by construction of 1,240 lineal feet of rubble mound sea wall at a 
total estimated first cost at 1956 prices of $23,800 of which the Federal share 
would be $4,000. Annual charges are estimated at $1,029 of which $141 would be 
Federal. Annual benefits total $1,116 of which $922 is for prevention of land loss 
and $194 results from the elimination of repairs to the road and a small pier. 
The ratio of benefits to costs is 1.08 to 1.00. 

Hanapepe.—Hanapepe has a beach front of 1,525 feet extending westward from 
the Hanapepe River. Of this 1,225 feet, or about 8O percent, is publicly owned. A 
hard surfaced road parallels the beach and just in rear of the road are a public 
park with a pavilion, a National Guard armory, a vocational school, and a public 
cemetery. 

Emergency riprap walls and revetment to protect the road from erosion damage 
are inadequate. Beach material moves from west to east and forms a bar across 
the mouth of the river where river floods also deposit much material; but there is 
continuous erosion at the west end of the beach. The road has been moved back 
3 times in the last 15 years but it cannot be moved again. A new road will have 
to be constructed. The cemetery is threatened and will have to be relocated 
within 15 years unless further erosion is stopped. 

Local interests desire that further erosion be prevented. 
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The report indicates that a beach fill with groins to hold the fill would be a su- 
perior solution for this problem but recommends the construction of 1,525 lineal 
feet of rubble mound sea wall as being the most practicable and economical so- 
lution. The total estimated first cost of such a wall at 1956 prices is $59,600 of 
which the Federal share would be $16,000. The annual charges would be $2,642 
of which $564 would be Federal. The annua? benefits are estimated at $3,664 of 
which $2,935 is for prevention of land loss, $243 is for prevention of road reloca- 
tion and $486 is for prevention of cemetery relocation. The ratio of benefits to 
costs is 1.39 to 1. 

Combined projects.—Totals for the two projects: First costs, $83,400 of which 
$20,000 would be the Federal share; annual charges, $3,671 of which $705 would 
be Federal ; annual benefits, $4,780; and ratio of benefits to cost, 1.3 to 1.0. 

Local cooperation.—Requirements of local cooperation are that local interests 
will— 

(1) Obtain the approval of the Chief of Engineers, prior to commence- 
ment of work on either project, of detailed plans and specifications and on 
arrangements for prosecuting the work on that project ; 

(2) Provide at their own expense all necessary lands, easements and 
rights-of-way for accomplishment of the work; and 

(3) Give satisfactory assurances that they will: 

(a) Maintain the protective measures during their useful lives as 
may be required to serve their intended purposes ; 

(b) Maintain continued public ownership of the shores on which the 
amount of Federal participation is based, and their administration for 
public use during the useful lives of the projects. 

Agency comments.—The board of harbor commissioners of the Territory con- 
curs in the recommended projects but believes that because of the growing need 
for additional beaches for recreational purposes measures to conserve and restore 
the beaches seaward of the seawalls will eventually be necessary. 

The Bureau of the Budget offers no objection to the submission of the report. 


WAIMEA BEACH AND HANAPEPE Bay, Kaual, T. H. (BEACH ERosIon ) 
(House document not yet printed ) 


Location: Waimea Beach and Hanapepe Bay, two localities about 7 miles apart, 
are on the southerly side of the island of Kauai, T. H. 


Report authorized by section 2 of River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 
1930, as amended and supplemented. 


Ezisting project: No existing beach erosion project. 

Plan of recommended improvement: Provides for construction of two rubble- 
mound seawalls 1,240 feet and 1,525 feet long at Waimea Beach and Hanapepe 
Bay, respectively. 


Estimated cost (report current) 


| Federal Non-Federal Total 


Waimea Beach | 


$4, 000 $19, 800 $23, 800 
| ee eee aaah ednaeanaenagiwe 16, 000 43, 600 59, 600 


Local cooperation: Submit for approval by the Chief of Engineers, prior to 
commencement of work on either project, detailed plans and specifications and 
arrangements for prosecuting work on that project; provide all necessary lands, 
easements and rights-of-way; give satisfactory assurances that local interest 
will maintain the protective measures during their useful lives as may be 
required to serve their intended purpose; maintain continued public ownership 
of the shores on which the amount of Federal participation is based, and their 
administration for public use during the useful lives of the projects. 
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Project economics 


Report (current 


Waimea Hanapepe 
Beach Bay 


029 | $2, 642 


I tn ole ae Ran a econmnataapnuaaied stems y $1, 


Annual benefits: ' 
Prevention of loss of land Ss a 922 3, 421 
ee cdaarentebinesctueaccaumien 14 243 


erat cigbcatincataiid ike tet tndnesesitareentnene ion 1,116 | 3, 664 


Te Ot NN cn oh ence sae Pee ae Me ie het Rouen oe ale ah 1. 08 | 


1.39 


Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—No objection to submission of the 
report to Congress. 


STATEMENT OF Bric. GEN. THERON D. WEAVER, UNITED STATES ARMY 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, both bills under consideration, S. 3551 and H. R. 
11861, would so modify the existing provisions of Public Law 727, 79th Congress, 
2d session, approved August 13, 1946, authorizing Federal participation in the 
cost of protecting publicly owned shores against erosion by waves and currents as 
to permit Federal assistance in the protection of private property. As you know, 
such Federal assistance is now limited to publicly owned shores. 

S. 3551 is identical in language to H. R. 4470 on which the Department of the 
Army’s Views were expressed by the Secretary of the Army in his letter of July 
15, 1955, addressed to the chairman of the House Committee on Public Works and 
which were reiterated during hearings held by that committee earlier this year. 
The records of the committee’s hearings contain the details of the Army’s views. 
In brief, the Army considered that under certain conditions it would be in the 
public interest to protect private property. The Secretary's letter commented on 
the desirability of eliminating the now unnecessary special consideration given 
to protection by seawalls under existing law and noted too the desirability of 
modifying existing law so as to permit Federal assistance toward periodic beach 
nourishment rather than having such nourishment, subsequent to the initial con- 
struction, construed as maintenance to be paid for entirely by local interests. The 
Secretary commented also on other features of the bill. 

On June 25, 1956, the Secretary of the Army responded to a letter of June 13 
from the chairman of the House Public Works Committee requesting the views 
of the Department of the Army with respect to a revision of H. R. 4470 as 
proposed by the committee. The Secretary’s reply is quoted verbatim in the 
report of the committee on H. R. 11861. The Secretary noted the proposed 
criteria to govern the extension of Federal assistance to private property and 
suggested additional wording to clarify the conditions under which such Federal 
assistance might be given and to indicate the intent that the Federal contribution 
to a project shall be adjusted in accordance with the degree of the benefits. 

The Secretary also noted the desirability of other proposed revisions, such 
as the deletion of the existing seawall clause, the addition of periodic beach 
nourishment for a term of years to be specified in each case by the Chief of 
Engineers as being eligible for Federal assistance, the inclusion of the shores 
of the Territories and the United States possessions as definitely within the 
scope of the law, and the substitution of the term “restoration” in place of the 
term “improvement” used in the 1946 act. 

The Secretary stated that the Department of the Army offered no objection 
to the enactment of the proposed revision of H. R. 4470 if further revised in 
accordance with his comments as expressed in the letter of June 25. Because 
of the short time available the views of the Department of the Army were 
submitted without prior determination by the Bureau of the Budget as to 
whether or not the measure conforms to the program of the President. The De 
partment was advised informally on July 5 that the Bureau does not object to 
the submission of the Department of the Army’s views as given in the letter 
of June 25. 


H. R. 11861, the revision of H. R. 4470, as passed by the House on July 2, 


1956, conforms closely with the views of the Department of the Army and the 
Department offers no objection to its enactment into law. 


81980—56——-22 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
May 22, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to 8. 3551, 84th Congress, a bill to amend 
the act entitled “An act authorizing Federal participation in the cost of pro- 
tecting the shores of publicly owned property,” approved August 13, 1946. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill which 
provides for amendments to the act of August 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 1056), pertain- 
ing to shore protection. The proposed amendments to existing law and the 
views of the Department of the Army, including certain suggested changes, are 
set forth more specifically below. 

Section 1 of the act of 1946 declared it to be the policy of the United States, 
with the purpose of preventing damage to public property and promoting and 
encouraging the healthful recreation of the people, to assist in the construction, 
but not the maintenance, of works for the improvement and protection against 
erosion by waves and currents of the shores of the United States that are owned 
by States, municipalities, or other political subdivisions, subject to certain stipu- 
lations, including provisos that the Federal contribution toward the construc- 
ton of protective works shall not in any case exceed one-third of the total cost 
and that the plan of protection shall have been specifically adopted and author- 
ized by Congress after investigation and study by the Beach Erosion Board. 

S. 3551 would amend the basic policy in the 1946 act by extending Federal 
assistance to restoration and protection of privately owned shores. While the 
Department of the Army, based on experience to date, considers that it would 
be in the public interest to protect private property in certain cases, it is sug- 
gested that the law specifically define the conditions under which Federal as- 
sistance toward such protection would be provided. The following criteria are 
suggested for specification in the law: 

1. (a) The shores must be available, accessible and suitable for public use, and 
satisfactory assurances must be given that they will remain in public use 
throughout the useful life of the project; or 

(b) The privately owned shores must serve to protect adjoining publicly 
owned property under conditions which make it economically advantageous to 
preserve the privately owned shore in order to prevent imminent damage to 
public property; or 

(c) The privately owned shores are so situated as to receive incidental benefit 
from the project at no added cost; 

2. Except where private benefits are entirely incidental, the Federal contribu- 
tion toward the cost should be reduced below the maximum permitted by law in 
the ratio that estimated private benefits bear to estimated total benefits. 

Section 1 (a) (1) of S. 3551 would change the language of the act of 1946 
from “* * * assist in the construction * * *” to “* * * assist in paying the 
cost of projects, initiated by States or political subdivisions thereof, for the 
construction * * *.” The purpose of this change in language is not clear, but 
it may be intended to make eligible for Federal reimbursement, works which 
were planned and accomplished entirely as local projects without prior aid of a 
cooperative study by the Beach Erosion Board created by the act of July 3, 
1930 (46 Stat. 945). Any change in the law which would permit such an inter- 
pretation is believed to be undesirable. Such local works, mostly unsuccessful, 
have probably cost in the aggregate many millions of dollars. Technical and 
economic evaluation of the worth of such works would be difficult and con- 
troversial, and establishment now of such a retroactive policy would be with- 
out precedent in Federal public works. 

Section 1 (a) of 8S. 3551 would amend the provision in the act of 1946 which 
authorizes Federal aid toward the repair and protection of seawalls heretofore 
constructed by political subdivisions to protect important public highways. The 
amendment proposed would provide Federal aid additionally to seawalls here- 
after constructed, and would further make possible retroactive reimbursement 
for previous repairs and improvements of such seawalls by local interests. The 
Department of the Army believes that studies by the Beach Erosion Board pro- 
vide a means for securing appropriate Federal aid for any shore-protection meas- 
ures hereafter required. The Department does not favor any general provision 
of law which would provide retroactive reimbursement for works constructed 
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without benefit of a prior study by the Board. It is believed that the seawall 
proviso in the 1946 act provides unwarranted special consideration for shores 
which have been protected by seawalls as compared with shores protected by other 
means, and that a more equitable basis for Federal aid would be established by 
deletion rather than amendment of the seawall proviso. 

Section 1 (c) of S. 3551 may be construed to authorize Federal studies of sea- 
wall-protected shores without the customary requirement for a local contribution 
toward the cost of the study. It is believed that seawall studies should meet the 
same conditions of local cooperation as other cooperative beach-erosion studies. 
Section 1 (¢c) would thus be unnecessary. 

The Department of the Army offers no objection to the enactment of 8. 3551 
of revised in accordance with the foregoing comments. However, the Depart- 
ment is of the opinion that certain additional modifications of existing law per- 
taining to shore protection would be advisable in the public interest. These 
modifications concern Federal assistance toward periodic beach nourishment, and 
the exclusion from the limitation of Federal assistance of those remedial meas- 
ures necessitated by coastal works owned by the United States and constructed 
or acquired specifically for purposes of the Armed Forces. Since the Bureau of 
the Budget is of the opinion that such modifications are not germane to the 
introduced bills, consideration is being given to the submission of those addi- 
tional provisions as a separate legislative proposal. 

This Department has no information as to the fiscal effect of enactment of the 
bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of a similar report on a companion bill, H. R. 4470. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., June 18, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 


Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHARMAN: This will acknowledge your request for the views 
of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 3551, to amend the act entitled “An act author- 
izing Federal participation in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned 
property,” approved August 13, 1946. 

The Bureau of the Budget concurs in the recommendations of the Secretary 
of the Army for amendment of the bill contained in his letter to you of May 22, 
1956. Accordingly, if amended as recommended by the Secretary of the Army, 
the Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the enactment of S. 3551. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Rogrerr EE. Merriam, 
Assistant to the Director. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE RUSSELL V. MACK, WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, erosion on our ocean and lake- 
shores has always been a serious problem and some 10 years ago Congress passed 
legislation designed to assist in the prevention of the tremendous losses which 
were occurring because of this washing away of our shorelines. 

The Beach Erosion Act of 1946 established the policy that the Federal Govern- 
ment could participate in the construction of shore-protection works where pub- 
licly owned property was involved. The value of this legislation has already 
been proven by the worthwhile projects already constructed. 

The purpose of the bill before you, H. R. 11861, is to extend the policy of 
Federal participation in beach erosion protective works to shores of privately 
owned properties under certain circumstances as well as the shores of publicly 
owned property. 


It is an unescapable fact that erosion of the shores of oceans, lakes, and bays 
causes a loss of land which is one of our natural resources. 
the land involved is publicly or privately owned. 


This is true whether 
There are many cases of beach 
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erosion where the shoreline property is privately owned but where if the erosion 
continues unabated, adjacent public property will soon be endangered. The bill 
under consideration will allow the Federal Government to assist in the protection 
of such cases where protection of nearby public property is involved or where 
some benefit may accrue from the public use of the shoreland involved. 

A good case in point is found in my own district where a narrow peninsula, 
Tokeland Point, is being rapidly eroded by action of the ocean currents. This 
peninsula lies at the north entrance of Willapa Harbor, The Pacific Ocean is on 
one side and Willapa Bay on the other. On the ocean side the land is privately 
owned and is being eroded at an alarming rate. If this continues the entire 
peninsula will disappear in a few years. On the bay side of this peninsula is the 
community of Tokeland. A long-established commercial fishing base is located 
here as well as other commercial operations and a United States Coast Guard 
station. 

Here is an example of a dangerous situation which can be corrected by the 
enactment of H. R. 11861. Under present law the Federal Government cannot 
participate in the beach-erosion protection of Tokeland Point because the land 
presently being eroded is privately owned. If the erosion is allowed to continue 
the community of Tokeland, the fishing base which has been partly constructed 
by the Government, and the Coast Guard station which is being rebuilt at the 
present time will soon be threatened. If the ocean is allowed to completely 
erode the private land, it will then be too late to save he publicly owned property. 

I am sure that there are many such cases along our ocean and lakeshores 
where an extension of our present policy of beach-erosion protection to private 
property will prove of great benefit to public interest. I believe that H. R. 11861 


provides a valuable extension of our present beach-erosion laws and recommend 
its enactment. 





VILLAGE OF SALTATRE, 
Suffolk County, N. Y., July 16, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: May I, on behalf of the board of trustees of our village, 
respectfully urge favorable action by your committee on H. R. 11861, the act 
to amend Public Law 727 of the 79th Congress, to permit Federal participation 
in the construction of coastal protective measures on private property. 

The compelling necessity of legislation of this character was conclusively dem- 
onstrated in the hearings held by the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of 
the House of Representatives and in surveys conducted by the Beach Erosion 
Board and the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Very truly yours, 


JOHN A. LupLow, Mayor. 


SEAVIEW ASSOCIATION OF FIRE ISLAND, N. Y., INC.. 
July 17, 1956. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: Our association, representing the homeowners of a 
community bordering the Atlantic Ocean, respectfully urge favorable action 
on H. R. 11861, the act to amend Public Law 727, 79th Congress, which has been 
passed by the House and, as we are informed, referred to your committee. 

The imperative necessity of this legislation, which is designed to protect the 
entire coastal area of our Nation, was fully demonstrated in the hearings before 
the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors and in the report of that subcommittee. 

Since it is reported that there will be an early adjournment of Congress, we 
sincerely hope that a favorable report will be made by your committee that 
passage will be effected by the Senate before adjournment. The widespread 
support of the bill by many Members of Congress, the Department of the Army, 
numerous State and local governments would indicate that it merits your 
early approval. 

Sincerely yours, 


LEoNARD FeIsT, President. 
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{H. R. 11861, 84th Cong., 2d sess.) 


AN ACT To amend the Act entitled “An Act authorizing Federal participation in the 
cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned property,” approved August 13, 1946 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act entitled “an Act authorizing 
Federal participation in the cost of protecting the shores of publicly owned 
property”, approved August 13, 1946, is hereby amended to read as follows: 
“That (a) with the purpose of preventing damage to the shores of the United 
States, its Territories and possessions and promoting and encouraging the 
healthful recreation of the people, it is hereby declared to be the policy of 
the United States, subject to the following provisions of this Act to assist in 
the construction, but not the maintenance, of works for the restoration and 
protection against erosion, by waves and currents, of the shores of the United 
States, its Territories and possessions. 

“(b) The Federal contribution in the case of any project referred to in 
subsection (a) shall not exceed one-third of the cost of the project, and the 
remainder shall be paid by the State, municipality, or other political subdivision 
in which the project is located. 

“(c) When in the opinion of the Chief of Engineers the most suitable and 
economical remedial measures would be provided by periodic beach nourishment, 
the term ‘construction’ may be construed for the purposes of this Act to include 
the deposit of sand fill at suitable intervals of time to furnish sand supply to 
project shores for a length of time specified by the Chief of Engineers. 

“(d) Shores other than public will be eligible for Federal assistance if there 
is benefit such as that arising from public use or from the protection of nearby 
public property or if the benefits to those shores are incidental to the project, 
and the Federal contribution to the project shall be adjusted in accordance with 
the degree of such benefits. 

“(e) No Federal contribution shall be made with respect to a project under 
this Act unless the plan therefor shall have been specifically adopted and author- 
ized by Congress after investigation and study by the Beach Erosion Board 
under the provisions of section 2 of the River and Harbor Act approved July 
3, 1930, as amended and supplemented. 

“Sec. 2. When the Chief of Engineers shall find that any such project has 
been constructed in accordance with the authorized plans and specifications he 
shall cause to be paid to the State, municipality, or other political subdivision 
involved the amount authorized by Congress. 

“Sec. 3. The Chief of Engineers may, in his discretion, from time to time, make 
payments on such construction as the work progresses, but these payments, 
including previous payments, if any, shall not be more than the United States 
pro rata part of the value of the labor and materials which have been actually 
put into such construction in conformity to said plans and specifications: Pro- 
vided, That the construction of restoration and protective works under this 
Act may be undertaken by the Chief of Engineers upon the request of, and 
contribution of required funds by, the interested State, municipality, or other 
political subdivision. 

“Sec. 4. As used in this Act, the word ‘shores’ includes all the shorelines of 
the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, the Great Lakes, and lakes, 
estuaries, and bays directly connected therewith.” 

Passed the House of Representatives July 2, 1956. 

Attest : 

RALPH R. Roserts, Clerk. 


Senator Kerr. All right. Senator Long. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RUSSELL LONG, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Senator Lone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You have been most 
considerate of our problems in Louisiana, and the gulf area. 

I believe this map here will explain what our problem is, Senator. 
and we have a waterway that is about 6 feet deep, which goes from 
the intracoastal canal down into Grand Isle. 
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Senator Kerr. Where is the Mississippi River ? 

Senator Lone. Here is the Mississippi River as shown in blue on 
that map. It would save about 110 miles to get into this offshore area 
on a round trip, or about 55 miles one way. 

If that is barged and the equipment is used to develop all these 
offshore leases, this waterw ay which already exists would need about 
a 12-foot depth, which would bring this waterway into line with the 
intracoastal canal that is ordinarily used by such traffic, and it would 
cost approximately $1,700,000 to deepen this waterway to 12 feet. 

Senator Kerr. It would cost about how much ¢ 

Senator Lone. About $1,750,000 to deepen this waterway to make 
it correspond to the depth of the intracoastal waterway. 

The saving, of course, would be very great, and the Federal Govern- 
ment hasa very great interest in this matter. 

As the Senator well knows, the Government has realized almost 
3200 million in leasing this area here for oil and gas development. 

Senator Kerr. About the title of which there was some controversy. 

Senator Lone. Yes, sir; still are some claims about that matter. 

Senator Kerr. But they received that much from the area which 
has been decided they have clear title to / 

Senator Lone. That is correct, and there is no doubt about it thai 
there w = be a tremendous return indirectly, and in some respects even 
directly, to the Federal Government from deepening this waterway. 

My colleague, Senator Ellender, is also very much interested in 
this matter. 

Senator Kerr. He sent word that he was greatly interested, but that 
he was compelled to be in another committee meeting because he was 
conducting the hearing, so we will insert his statement along with 
other items on this matter. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


[S. 3867, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay, 
Louisiana, and the Gulf of Mexico 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway between Apalachee Bay, Florida, and the Mexican border is hereby 
modified and expanded to provide for improvements in the Barataria Bay 
Waterway, Louisiana, consisting of a channel twelve feet deep and one hundred 
and twenty-five feet wide from the Intracoastal Waterway in Louisiana to 
Grand Isle, Louisiana, and thence to the twelve-foot depth in the Gulf of Mexico, 
substantially in accordance with the plan recommended by the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, at an estimated construction cost of $1,697,000 to the 
United States and $242,000 to local interests, and an estimated annual mainte- 
nance cost of $80,000 to the United States. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
June 12, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of 
the Department of the Army with respect to S. 3867, 84th Congress, a bill to 
provide for the improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay, La., and 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill. The 
purpose of the bill is to modify the project for the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
between Apalachee Bay, Fla., and the Mexican border through provision of im- 
provements in the Barataria Bay Waterway, La., to consist of a channel 12 feet 
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deep and 125 feet wide from the intracoastal waterway to Grand Isle, La., and 
thence to the 12-foot depth in the Gulf of Mexico. 

A survey report, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of L445 (59 Stat. 
10), covering improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay and the 
gulf is now before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

Inasmuch as the report on the area covered by the bill has not yet been 
completed, the Department of the Army is not in a position to comment on 
the improvement proposed in S. 3867. It is suggested that the committee defer 
action on authorizing legislation until the survey report on the waterway has 
been submitted to Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of a similar report on a companion bill, H. R. 1770. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wisner M. BrRUCcKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 4, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Commiitee on Public Works, United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your request for the views 
of the Bureau of the Budget on 8. 3867, to provide for the improvement of the 
waterway between Barataria Bay, La., and the Gulf of Mexico. 

The Department of the Army has not yet submitted its final report on this 
proposed project to the Bureau of the Budget under procedures prescribed by 
Executive Order 9384. Until this report has been received the Bureau of the 
Budget has no basis for appraising the merits of the proposed improvement. 

Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget would recommend that authorization of 
the project be deferred until a project report has been submitted to the Con- 
gress under established procedures. In addition, the Bureau would question, 
whether, except in emergencies or rare instances of very large multiple-purpose 
projects, single project bills should be favorably considered. The Congress has 
customarily taken up from time to time all project reports pending before it and 
has enacted a general river and harbor and flood-control bill. It is our belief 
that such consideration of the relative merits of a number of projects provides 
a better basis of selection than piecemeal action on individual bills. 

Sincerely yours, 
RoBert BE. Merriam, Assistant to the Director. 


MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
New Orleans, La., June 25, 1956. 
Hon. Rosertr S, Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Flood Control and Rivers 
and Harbors, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: It is our understanding that your Public Works Subcom- 
mittee on Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors will consider for authoriza- 
tion, the Barataria Bay Waterway in Louisiana. 

This project has the unanimous support of our membership, as was evidenced 
by the action earlier this year of the 1,100 delegates to our last annual meeting, 
the 37th such annual meeting of the Mississippi Valley Association. 

The Barataria Bay Waterway is used by vessels engaged in the movement of 
crude oil, supplies, and equipment for the drilling of offshore and inshore oil 
heel in the shrimping and oyster fisheries; and in pleasure fishing and yacht- 
ng. 

Currently, the shallow depths and narrow bottom widths preclude the use of 
marine equipment of adequate and economical size and full cargo capacity of 
barges now being used, as well as causing costly delays to vessels using the 

vaterway. 

To render this waterway capable of accommodating its full potential, the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, has proposed a channel 12 by 125 feet, with 
relocation of a portion of the project to the western side of Barataria Bay to 
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provide a route free from wave action; and extension of the project to the 12- 
foot contour in the gulf, plus dredging of 3.2 miles of Bayou Rigaud at its 
eastern end. 

That the pruject is economically feasible is apparent from the very favorable 
benefit-to-cost ratio of 4.1 to 1. The total cost of the project is estimated to be 
$1,939,000 with local interests to provide $242,000, leaving $1,697,000 as Federal 
costs. 

In view of the pressing need for this project and the attendant great economic 
benefits that will obtain with its completion, we respectfully request your favor- 
able consideration and authorization of this Barataria Bay Waterway. 

Thanking you for your consideration and with every good wish, we remain 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert L. SHORTLE, 
Division Manager. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE New ORLEANS AREA, 
New Orleans, La., July 6, 1956. 
Hon. Rospert S. Kerr, 

Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and 
Harbors, Senate Public Works Committee, United States Senate, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The board of directors of our organization at its meeting on 
July 3 unanimously endorsed S. 3867, introduced by Senators Ellender and Long, 
to provide for the improvement of the Barataria Bay Waterway, La., from the 
Intracoastal Waterway in Louisiana to the Gulf of Mexico at Grand Isle. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers survey of this proposed project 
indicates that it is warranted and necessary. The benefit-cost ratio, as deter- 
mined by the Corps of Engineers, of 4 to 1 clearly reveals the economic justifica- 
tion for the project. 

The existing narrow channel, with a controlling depth of only 414 feet, pre- 
Sents a hazard to navigation and a constant threat to the safety of personnel 
aboard floating equipment using the waterway due to the fact that strong north 
winds frequently depress the water in this shallow bay as much as 38 feet, stop- 
ping traffic. The improvement of the waterway is urgently needed, particularly 
by industries involved with the development, servicing and production of off- 
shore oil along the coast of Louisiana. Tonnage now moving over the waterway 
is considerable and will continue to grow as operations increase. This route 
provides a substantially shorter distance to the offshore developments than the 
Mississippi River, and is equally essential to the important oyster and shrimp 
industry. 

The development of this waterway to a depth of 12 feet and a width of 125 
feet will provide a valuable commercial artery to the gulf which will be vitally 
essential in time of national emergency. 

The importance of the development of this waterway, which joins the In- 
tracoastal Waterway in the vicinity of Lafitte, La., with arteries entering the 
Mississippi River at New Orleans at the Harvey and Algiers locks, is further 
emphasized by the fact that it will also tie in with the Bayou Segnette Waterway 
development project, which extends from the Lafitte area to Westwego, and for 
which funds have already been made available by the Congress. 

May we respectfully urge that your committee favorably report S. 3867 pro- 
posing thei mprovement of the Barataria Bay Waterway as an important and 
valuable link in the gulf intracoastal waterway system of our Nation. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. F. Riags, Jr., 
Executive Vice President. 


New ORLEANS, June 29, 1956. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers 
and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR KERR: Please refer to bill S. 3867, 2d session, 84th Congress, 
covering proposed improvements in the Barataria Bay Waterways, La. 

It is our opinion that, because of the recent extensive developments of offshore 
oil operations in the Gulf of Mexico, and the tremendous increase in the use of 
this waterway up to date and the anticipated even greater use in the future, it 
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is very important to New Orleans and south Louisiana that this bill be passed 
and the money approved for this work. 
We are a large user of these waterways and shall appreciate your every 
consideration. 
Very truly yours, 
W. Horace WiiiiaMs Co., 
R. E. Gosa, First Vice-President. 


HARVEY, LA., Jtime 28, 1956. 
Senator Rospert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Flood Control and Rivers 
and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR KERR: We respectfully petition you and your colleagues to 
vote favorably on S. 3867, a bill by Senators Allen J. Ellender and Russell B. 
Long to provide for the improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay, 
La., and the Gulf of Mexico. 

Oil companies, oil-supply houses, fishermen, and movers of heavy equipment 
are in great need of this waterway. 

The existing channel is shallow with many obstacles to navigation. In spite 
of this, annual tonnage over the present waterway, which has a controlling 
depth of 4% feet, has grown tremendously in recent years. In 1944 there was 
127,280 tons moved over this shallow waterway. Two years ago 694,695 tons 
of material were moved. 

The proposed channel would make it possible for barge traffic operating out 
of the Gulf of Mexico in the vicinity of Grande Isle to enter the Inland Water- 
way System near Barataria which is about 14144 miles from the Mississippi 
River via the Harvey lock and about 171% miles via the recently dedicated 
Algiers lock. At the present time equipment which draws over 4 feet of water 
must make a circuitous route. As a matter of fact, there is no way by which 
deeper draft barges operating into and out of the Gulf of Mexico along the 
southern border of Louisiana can enter the Inland Waterway System except 
through the long route of the Mississippi River or through the deep water 
Calcasieu Channel near Lake Charles. 

The Corps of Engineers’ survey clearly indicates the advantages of the 
Barataria Bay Waterway and we support the corps and its recommendations. 

Enlargement of the navigation channel between the Gulf of Mexico and the 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, as proposed in S. 3867 will give a safe, short 
route to deep water and break a very serious bottleneck. 

The benefit-cost ratio of 4.1 to 1 clearly shows the economic merit of the 
proposed project. 

The needs for this enlarged channel are increasing day by day, and we re- 
spectfully urge the favorable action of your committee so that the project can 
be included in the omnibus bill and construction can be started in 1957. 

We should like to call to the attention of the Senators that S. 3867 has the 
support of seafood industries, dredging companies, oil companies, barge com- 
panies, shell companies, oil-material companies, as well as individuals and 
agencies interested in the improvement of waterway traffic and the proper de- 
velopment of this important segment of our economy. 

Sincerely, 
HARVEY CANAL INDUSTRIAL ASSOCIATION, INC., 
FRANK A. M. WILLIAMS. President. 


Harvey, La., June 29, 1956. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Siz: We understand that a bill has been introduced by our Senators 
Ellender and Long to improve the water access between the Mississippi River 
and the Gulf of Mexico by way of Barataria Bay. We have been informed that 
this is bill S. 3867. 

As operators of small boats (50 to 70 feet) and a number of small barges, we 
have found it necessary to use the present waterway which approximately fol- 
lows that, as outlined in S. 3867, because this is the only practical route between 
Harvey and Grand Isle. 
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Even with the small equipment which we operate, we have had innumerable 
cases of underwater damage as a result of the shallow water in the present route, 
and because of many bends and hidden obstructions. 

We believe that there is little question that opening up the route, as men- 
tioned, would be one of the most valuable waterways improvements in this area 
and it would unquestionably support a very heavy flow of traffic. 

We will certainly appreciate your thorough consideration of this measure. 

Yours very truly, 
GENERAL MARINE Corp., 
WALLACE M. Taytor, President. 


Harvey, La., June 29, 1956. 
Senator Rospert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee 
on Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Scnate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR SENATOR KERR: We would appreciate your support to promote passage 
of bill S. 3867, for improvement to the waterway from Barataria Bay to the Gulf 
of Mexico. 

The existing channel is too shallow, with many obstacles to navigation, all of 
which can be corrected by a favorable vote on bill S. 3867. 

Sincerely, 
ORLEANS BARGE Co., 
J. Haroup LEvy. 


Harvey, La., June 29, 1956. 


wet 


Senator Rosperr S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee 
on Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR KERR: We endorse and give our support to bill S. 3867. 
Enlargement of the navigation channel between the Gulf of Mexico and the 
Gulf Intercoastal Waterway, as proposed in S. 3867, will give a safe, short route 
to deep water and break a serious bottleneck in the movement of this much-used 
water route. 
We urge and would appreciate your support to promote passage of bill S. 3867. 
Sincerely, 
Firty MARINE SERVICE, 
Puitip ALES. 


New OrzeAns, La., June 29, 1956. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee 

on Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: We extend our full suppert and earnest endorsement to 
the proposal submitted by the Harvey Canal Industrial Association, Inc., of 
which this firm is a member. 

We shall also do all we possibly can to promote passage of bill S. 3867, as this 
improvement to the waterway is urgently needed. 

Sincerely, 
Ross-Wapick Suppiy Co., 
G. FE. MARKLAND. 


Harvey, La., June 29, 1956. 
Senator Roperr S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR KERR: Please be advised that we wish to extend our full sup- 


port and endorsement to the proposal submitted by the Harvey Canal Industrial 
Association, Inc., of which this firm is a member. 
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We would further like to stress that we shall do all we can, as an individual, 
to promote passage of bill S. 3867, as this improvement to the waterway 
urgently needed. 

Very truly yours, 


is 


HARVEY CANAL SHIPYARD AND MACHINE SuHop, 
L. J. DONNAuD, President. 


HARVEY, LA., June 29, 1956. 
Senator RoBert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DreAR SENATOR Kerr: We wish to express our support and backing for the 
Harvey Canal Industrial Association in promoting the passage of bill S. 3867 
for the waterway improvement from Barataria Bay to the Gulf of Mexico. 

This waterway will be a great asset to the industry of the area, and a substan- 
tial benefit to the community and the State. 

Yours very truly, 
GEORGE ENGINE Co., INC., 
FRANK A. M, WILLIAMS, 
Vice President, 


Harvey, LA., June 29, 1956. 
Senator Robert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KERR: We wholeheartedly endorse and give our full support to 
the statement submitted by the Harvey Canal Industrial Association, Ine., of 
which this firm is a member. 

We shall do all we possibly can, individually, to urge passage of bill S. 5867 
because improvement of the waterway is urgently needed now. 

Sincerely, 
AYERS MARINE SERVICE, INC., 
R. J. McGrniry, Vice President. 


HarRvEY, LA., June 28, 1956. 
Senator Roperr S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeaAR SENATOR KERR: We wholeheartedly endorse and give our full support to 
the statement submitted by the Harvey Canal Industrial Club, of which this 
firm is a member. 

Moreover, we shall do all we possibly can individually to urge passage of bill 
S. 3867 because improvement of the waterway is urgently needed now. 

Sincerely, 
AYERS MATERIALS Co., INC., 
J.R. Ayers, Jr., President. 


NEW ORLEANS, LA., June 29, 1956. 
Senator RoBert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DearR SENATOR KERR: We wholeheartedly endorse and give our full support to 
the statement submitted by the Harvey Canal Industrial Club, of which this 
firm is a member. 

We are a shipbuilder on the Mississippi River a short distance above Westwego. 
The proposed seaway will serve many of the oil companies, the barge and tow- 
boat people, and many other segments of industry in this vicinity. We strongly 
urge its favorable consideration. 

Sincerely, 
AVONDALE MARINE WAYS, INC., 
HeEnNrY Z. CARTER, 
Eaeccutive Vice President. 
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Harvey, La., June 28, 1956. 
Senator Rosnert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeEAR SENATOR KERR: We extend our full support and earnest endorsement to the 
proposal submitted by the Harvey Canal Industrial Association, Inc., of which 
this firm is a member. 

We shall also do all we possibly can, as an individual, to promote passage of 
bill S. 3867, as this improvement to the waterway is urgently needed. 

Sincerely, 
J. Ray McDermort & Co., INc., 
Rocer W. WILSON, 
Executive Vice President. 


Harvey, La., June 29, 1956. 
Senator Roserr S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DerAR SENATOR KERR: We wish to extend our support as an individual business 
concern for the waterway between Barataria Bay and the Gulf of Mexico, as pro- 
posed by the Harvey Canal Industrial Association, Inc. 

We urge you to give your full support to bill S. 3869 for the benefit of Louisiana, 
its oil and fish industries and the citizens of the State. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. B. “Buster” HuaHes. 
C. Ray THOMASSIE. 


Harvey, LA., June 29, 1956. 
Senator Rorert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: We would appreciate your support to promote passage of 
bill S. 3867, covering the proposal submitted by the Harvey Canal Industrial 
Association, Inc., for improvement to waterway from Barataria Bay to Gulf of 
Mexico. 

This improved waterway is greatly needed and necessary to the various indus- 
tries. It is sincerely hoped that you will lend your needed support. 

Sincerely, 
MAYRONNE Mup & CHEMICAL Corp., 
J. J. O'NEIL, General Manager. 


GRAND ISLE, LA., June 30, 1956. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Rivers and Harbors and Flood Control, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: I am writing you in behalf of the people of the 11th ward 
of Jefferson Parish, La., which comprises the communities of Grand Isle and 
Cheniere Caminada. 

We are vitally interested in Senate bill 3867 which will greatly improve naviga- 
tion for all the people of this area. This bill was introduced by Senator Russell! 
Long for himself and Senator Ellender, and both men know the country very well. 

The fishing interests as well as the oil and sulfur interests need this channel 
improvement very, very much. We will greatly appreciate it if you will lend 
your support to appropriating the necessary funds for this development. 

My position is that of police juror for this ward. In Louisiana, our parish 
system of government is administered by the police jury system, which is similar 
to the county council system or county representative system of other States. 

Your very truly, 


N. L. Lupwie, 
Juror, 11th Ward, Jefferson Parish. 
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BARATARIA Bay WATERWAY, La. 
(NOD report dated March 16, 1956) 


Location.—Barataria Bay Waterway is located in the coastal marsh area of 
south Louisiana just west of the Mississippi River at New Orleans. It extends 
from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at mile 14.6 west of Harvey to the Gulf of 
Mexico at Grand Isle, La. 

Report authorized by.—Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944 and River and 
Harbor Act of March 2, 1945 (all streams and bayous lying between the EABPL 
and the Mississippi River). 

Existing project.—Provides for a 5- by 50-foot waterway from the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway to Grand Isle, La. The project was completed in 1925. 

Plan of recommended improvement —Provides for a 12- by 125-foot project 
with the south half being realined to lower estimated maintenance costs. 


Estimated cost 
NOD report (Mar. 16, 1956) : 





stricter bininiln $1, 697. 000 
a a Rani ince nani ial 242, 000 
Total 


ae Sic 9k lnc et nee pan ecg i a iniioanieninenieeanneieiE 1, 939, 000 


Local cooperation.—Furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
construction and subsequent maintenance; accomplish and maintain all altera- 
tions in pipelines, cables, and other facilities ; and hold and save the United States 
free from damages. 


Project economics 


| NOD report | 








Mar. 16, | Current 
1956 

DORN 20 2c Stacene sus no ah imuiowtehanebunds oaalalie’ $153, 000 $153, 000 
Annual benefits: 

NE) 15. ol hocdocnqactasactrcseabnewacsaod esse 610, 000 | 610, 000 

I sibel 5,000 | 5, 600 

I AINE BOON ons 6 iso So ipo wapdacnnwssnse cause * 2,000 | 2, 000 

elise cake el ee I A estive 617, 000 | 617, 000 








I BN ii oh cnc nauk bene (ad cepncen cb nonpbosaneminans ons | 4.0 | 4.0 


Comments of the Bureau of the Budget.—Since the report was submitted March 
16, 1956, and forwarded by lower Mississippi Valley Division on April 9, 1956, it 
has not reached the Bureau of the Budget and there are no comments at this time. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., June 11, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: It will be appreciated if you can arrange to hear S. 
3867 in connection with the 1956 public works omnibus bill. This measure would 
provide for the improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay, La., and 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

The following syllabus on the Barataria Bay Waterway, La., project is pre- 
sented for your information: 

Purpose: To provide an enlarged navigation channel between the Gulf of 
Mexico and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. 

Location: Starting at the intersection of the Intracoastal Canal and Bayou 
Barataria, following the route of the existing project to mile 15.5 in Bayou St. 
Denis, thence by a new channel through the chain of islands along the west side 
of Barataria Bay to intercept the existing channel to Barataria Pass and through 
the excavated pass channel to the 12-foot depth contour in the Gulf of Mexico. 
A lateral extension will extend from Barataria Pass to Bayou Rigaud to the 
Vicinity of the United States Coast Guard dock. 
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Present project: Adopted by Rivers and Harbors Act of March 2, 1919 which 
provided for a 5- by 50-foot channel from Bayou Villars to Grand Isle, a distance 
of 37 miles. 

Proposed project : A 12- by 125-foot channel. 

Survey: Authorized by section 11 of the Flood Control Act of December 22, 
1955; section 6 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. of March 2, 1945; resolution 
adopted September 25, 1945, by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the 
House of Representatives. 

Public hearing : August 2, 1949, at Westwego, La. 

Recommendation: Favorable. 

First costs: Federal, $1,697,000 ; local, $242,000. 

Maintenance: Federal, $80,000 annually. 

Local participation: (a) Provide without cost to the United States, all lands, 
easements and rights-of-way necessary for the relocation, enlargement, and ex- 
tension of the project and for subsequent improvements when and as required, 

(b) Accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States all alterations 
to pipelines, cables, and any other facilities, necessary for consideration of the 
project. 

Need for project: To provide a straighter, shorter, and less hazardous route 
for the increasing amounts of traffic operating between the Intracoastal Water- 
way and the Gulf of Mexico. 

Sincerely, 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER. 
RvusseEtt B. Lona. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR ALLEN J. ELLENDER 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to thank you for per 
mitting me to make this statement. I realize that your time is extremely limited, 
and that you have a number of extremely meritorious projects to consider. 

I appear today in support of the proposed Barataria Waterway, a project 
which is vitally needed in Louisiana, and which will have a substantial and, 
of course, favorable impact upon the constantly increasing flow of water com- 
merce throughout the entire Mississippi Basin. 

The proposal involves a modification of an existing project for the Barataria 
Bay Waterway. The channel we are asking this committee to recommend would 
join the Intracoastal Canal and the Gulf of Mexico. It would offer a much- 
needed new route for the vastly increased commerce which oil development of 
the submerged lands areas, the important seafood industry of my State, plus 
the phenomenal economic growth of South Louisiana, have generated in the 
past decade. 

The waterway would be 12 feet in depth, by 125 feet, and would extend from 
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway near Lafitte, La., to the Gulf of Mexico near 
Grand Isle, following the route of an existing project to mile 15.5 in Bayou St. 
Denis, thence by a new channel through the chain of islands along the west side 
of Barataria Bay to intercept the existing channel at a point about six-tenths 
of a mile northwest of Barataria Bay Lighthouse. From this point it would 
proceed through the excavated pass channel to the 12-foot contour of the Gulf 
of Mexico. 

The estimated Federal cost of this werk is $1,697,000, plus $80,000 per year 
maintenance; contributions by local interests are estimated at $242,000. 

Unfortunately, the Hiouse of Representatives Committee on Public Works was 
unable to consider this particular project when it had the bill now before you 
understudy, since a project report had not been rendered by the Chief of Engi- 
neers. This report has now been submitted by the Chief of Engineers, approved 
by the Board for Rivers and Harbors, and the project is ripe for authorization. 

As this committee is well aware, the approval by Congress of the Submerged 
Lands Act and the Continental Shelf Act in 1953 broke what had amounted to a 
lengthy period of semistalemate in the development of offshore petroleum re- 
sources of the Gulf of Mexico. Since that time this development has proceeded 
at a phenomenal rate. Huge installations, including residences, commercial es- 
tablishments, and equipment stockpiles, which support the offshore drilling rigs, 
have been erected on Grand Isle, which is a large operating center for the drilling 
operations conducted off the coast of Louisiana. Grand Isle, Golden Meadow, 
and the other communities located in this general area, have grown tremendously. 
Unfortunately, the transportation arteries which serve these areas have not kept 
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pace with the vastly increased demand for their use. At 
other vessels seeking to enter the Mississippi River or the Intracoastal Canal 
from the Gulf of Mexico must use 1 or 3 existing routes. They can proceed by 
a roundabout route eastward from Grand Isle, into Southwest Pass, and up the 
main stem of the Mississippi River; they can move westward and enter the 
Intracoastal Canal at Morgan City, or proceed even further to the west and 
enter the inland waterway system through Calcasieu Vass in the vicinity of 
Lake Charles, 

This dearth of adequate water transportation directly from the Grand Isle 
urea to the Intracoastal Waterway and the Mississippi River imposes a tre- 
mendous drain upon the resources of both firms and individuals engaged in off- 
shore drilling operations. It works a hardship upon the important seafood 
industry of Louisiana, an industry which, I am proud to say, provides top-quality 
shrimp, fish, and oysters for the foodstores and restaurants of the entire United 
States. 

At present the existing channel in this general vicinity is maintained at about 
414 feet. It is entirely inadequi ite for the demands which it must serve. In the 
great majority of cases it is, as I have noted earlier, absolutely useless. This 
proposed project would eliminate this bottleneck by opening a utilitarian channel 
from the gulf to the Intracoastul Waterway. It would actually provide a chan- 
nel directly into the Mississippi River, since it would tie in with a presently 
authorized project—one for which construction funds were appropriated this 
year—which links Lafitte, the northern terminus of the Barataria Waterway, 
and the Mississippi River. I refer to the Bayou Segnette Waterway. 

The Corps of Engineers survey has estimated that the benefit-cost ratio on this 
project is 2.1 to 1, which, of course, meets the requirements for congressional 
consideration. I feel certain that, based upon our experience with other seg- 
ments of the Intracoastal Waterway, this estimate will prove to be extremely 
conservative. 

As I reeall testimony earlier this year before the Public Works Subcommittee 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee, the original estimate of ultimate ton- 
nage per year on the upper section of the Gulf-Intracoastal Waterway system 
Was approximately 400,000 tons. Last year, a total of 16 million tons was carried 
on this section. I feel sure that within a very short time a similar proportional 
increase will be noted in the use of the Barataria Channel, if authorized and 
constructed. 

I urge the committee to include this project in the omnibus bill now under 
consideration. It is a vital one, a project which is urgently needed if the truly 
fantastic economic growth of southern Louisiana’s coastal areas is to be ade- 
quately served. 

Thank you for permitting me to make this statement. 


present, barges and 


Senator Lone. The Congress also authorized the Bayou Segnette, 
which goes from the Westwego area down to where the Barataria 
Waterway comes. 

We hope that work can be done this year on the Barataria Waterway, 
deepen it to a 12-foot depth so it could be used effec tively. The cost 
is small compared to the large amount of profit involved, and I would 
very much recommend this project to the committee. 

There are other witnesses that I hope the chairman will find time to 
hear on this matter, and I would like to ask that the committee acceler- 
ate a bill that is before you, which has already been before the House 
committee, and that is a bill for control of water hyacinths. 

In the State of Louisiana the water hyacinth is estimated to create 
a damage of $38 million annually, and there are several other States 
that have some damage. The damage is estimated to be as high as 
$5 million in the neighboring States of Florida, Alabama, Georgia, 
and Mississippi. 

Rather than just trying to keep the water hyacinths where they clog 
up the waterways and prevent barge traffic from getting through, it 
is manta to go upstream where these hyacinths are blooming and 
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floating on down and kill them upstream so that we might progres- 
sively eradicate the water hyacinths. It is hoped that in about 5 years 
this problem could be brought completely under control. 

Senator Kerr. The authorization in the bill as provided by the 
House committee would be for $1,350,000 a year, of which 75 percent, 
presently estimated at $1,012,500, should be borne by the United States 
and 25 percent, presently estimated at $337,500, by local interests? 

Senator Lone. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. It is your position that just killing the growth of this 
plant in the waterways of North and South Carolina, Georgia, Flor- 
ida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas does not do the job 
of eliminating it, and the proposal would be to direct the Corps of 
Engineers to attack it at its source ? 

Senator Lone. Yes. Just to give you a simple example: This map 
indicates where the Intercoastal Waterway crosses the State of Louisi- 
ana. With marsh areas and lakes all through that area, the Army 
engineers proceeded to try and destroy the hyacinths so traffic could go 
through the waterway. In trying to kill them, more simply float 
down and we are right where we start out from. 

We propose to have additional funds, to be matched by the States, 
and go upstream and kill them upstream and get rid of the problem. 
At a cost of $1,350,000 we believe in a few years we could eliminate the 
water hyacinths as a hazard to navigation and also prevent the dam- 
age that it is doing to fish and wildlife. Otherwise in the long run 
it will cost a lot more to try to keep the waterways open at a cost of 
$300,000 a year that the Federal Government is spending at the present 
time. 


The Senator will note that the States will match this with 25 per- 
cent contributions. ; 
(The statement by Senator Long is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RUSSELL B. LONG 


As author of S. 3392, a bill for the eradication of obnoxious aquatic plant 
growths from navigable waters, I am testifying in favor of H. R. 9001 intro- 
duced by Congressmen Willis and Thompson, and passed by the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

For more than 50 years, the State of Louisiana has been faced with a problem 
caused by the overgrowth of the water hyacinth. In recent years, the hyacinth 
has been joined by the alligator weed and the growths have spread to seven 
neighboring States. 

The presence of hyacinths and other growths in the waterways has resulted 
in obstruction to navigation, as well as harmful effects to drainage, agriculture, 
fish and plant life. For many years the Corps of Engineers has been expending 
large sums of money each year in an effort to maintain navigation in the infected 
streams. Since the Government was authorized to operate only in navigable 
streams, up to now the fight has been merely a struggle to hold even against 
the encroachment of these growths. No real progress could be made until the 
Government was authorized to go after the plants wherever they grow. 

In Louisiana alone, water hyacinths have been causing an annual damage of 
almost $38 million. The figure has gone as high as $5 million in the neighboring 
States of Florida, Alabama, Georgia, and Mississippi. It is just a matter of 
time until the damage area spreads and the damage figure rises. At the present 
time the Corps of Engineers is spending in excess of $300,000 annually in an 
attempt to keep ahead of the plants. 

It is proposed to spend $1,350,000 annually for a period of 5 years to eradicate 
the marine growths. These funds would be supplemented by local funds to the 
extent of 25 percent of the amount supplied by the Federal Government and the 
regular annual Federal maintenance funds. The funds would be administered 
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by the Corps of Engineers, who would use both chemical and mechanical means 
to acheieve the desired results. 

Approval of the House-passed measure to achieve this needed relief is strongly 
urged. 

Senator Lone. Mr. Chairman, we also wish to urge consideration 
of a measure which was referred to the Committee on Health and 
Welfare. It should be before this committee. I discussed it with 
Senator Hill, the chairman of that committee, and he said he has no 
objection whatever to this committee considering this measure and 
putting it in the bill. That would be Federal funds to assist with 
the control of the salt marsh mosquito. 

Here is what happened in Louisiana. The Federal Government 
helped us and made it possible to greatly develop the southern area 
of the State by constructing the Intercoastal Waterway and by deep- 
ening the outlet channels from Lake Charles, New Orleans, and vari 
ous other points. In addition to that the Federal Government built 
certain control structures to prevent the salt water from backing up 
into the ricefields and destroying the rice crop. That has very much 
added to the economy of that entire area. It has resulted in tre- 
mendous benefits. 

But in connection with that it has created a very serious problem 
with regard to mosquitoes because there is a tendency of the salt 
water to back into these deeper channels and mix with fresh water 
which makes an ideal breeding ground for what is known as the salt 
marsh mosquito. If the Senator has had some experience with the 
salt marsh mosquito he will find that they are about the hardest biting 
mosquito and the largest, and they breed profusely. 

We believe with an expenditure of approximately $250,000, to be 
matched by State contribution of $65,000, that it would be possible to 
do a certain amount of dredging and a certain amount of extermination 
with chemicals, and improve this project to the extent that we could 
control the salt marsh mosquito in the areas where we have the great- 
est difficulty, which is the southwest portion of Louisiana. 

The State has already appropriated its money in the hope that the 
Federal Government would be willing to match the State contribution 
and bring this problem under control. 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

(The statements of Senators Long and Ellender follow :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR ALLEN J. ELLENDER 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to join my colleague, 
Senator Long, in urging this committee to include in the omnibus public-works 
bill now before you a proposal to authorize a project directed at the control and 
ultimate eradication of the salt marsh and other mosquitoes. 

As Senator Long has pointed out in his statement, the problem of salt-water 
mosquitoes is becoming of increasing severity in the temperate areas of our 
Nation which border upon the sea, particularly in the Gulf, Atlantic and Pa- 
cific States. It is an unfortunate fact that as these areas have developed their 
water transportation arteries particularly those which tie in with sa!t water. 
the mosquito problem has increased proportionately. Only recently, the city 
of New Orleans suffered an infestation of mosquitoes which greatly h. mpered 
the commerce and everyday life of this metropolis. 

Other areas of Louisiana have endured similar periodic plagues. 

The amendment proposed would authorize the expenditure of $250,000 per 
year over a period of 3 years to undertake a program of control and eradica- 

81980—56——_23 
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tion of the salt-water mosquito and similar pests. Local interests would be re- 
quired to contribute 25 percent of this amount; the State of Louisiana has 
indicated its willingness to join in such a program, and I feel sure that other 
areas would display the same reaction. 

I realize that it is perhaps impossible for some members of this committee 
to realize the impact which the mosquito has upon the life of southern Lou- 
isiana, and similar areas. Having lived in that part of the State for all my 
life, I can testify to the fact that when mosquitoes swarm in from the marshes, 
it is almost impossible to transact even routine business. Fortunately, these 
infestations have occurred only on rare occasions in the past, but as the water- 
ways of these growing areas develop, as the progressive sinking of the vegeta- 
tion upon which our marshlands rests continues, I fear that the problem will 
become even more severe, rather than better. 

I urge the committee to approve this request, and to include this item in the 
bill. I can assure the committee that it will be money well spent. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RUSSELL B. LONG oF LOUISIANA 


It is requested that this committee accept an amendment to the cmnibus 
bill now under consideration and include in this measure 8S. 3943 to authorize 
a comprehensive project for control and progressive eradication of the sait 
marsh and other injurious mosquitoes. 

This bill was previously referred to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare as it was considered that it was a health measure. However, the 
purpose of the bill is to eliminate the salt marsh mosquito that has become so 
prevalent in coastal areas largely because of man-made works that have caused 
a certain amount of salt water intrusion. Because of this connection between 
public works and the prevalence of the pest, it is my belief that the bill more 
logically belongs in the Public Works Committee and, after discussing the mat- 
ter with the chairman of the Labor and Public Welfare Committee, he has ad-- 
vised me that he would have no objection to its transfer to your body. 

In recent years, the salt marsh mosquito has become more and more of a 
menace, particularly to the people in south and southwest Louisiana. The same 
problem, however, is shared by many other parts of the United States, particu- 
larly in the areas along the Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific Coasts. The increase in 
the numbers of mosquitoes, which are more than a nuisance, has some direct 
connection with our public works program, since these works have tended to 
create brackish pools that serve as a breeding place for these pests.. 

it is my belief that a study of the condition will reveal something can be 
done through the use of mechanical or chemical means, or both, to dissipate 
these breeding places and to eliminate the problem to a large extent. 

The conditions I describe are not new, but their occurrence is more frequent 
and is taking on greater importance with the economic development of the re- 
sources of our Nation. The coastal marshes of Louisiana are built upon a foun- 
dation of vegetation which has been progressively sinking for many years, 
bringing about higher water levels and intrusion of salt water in the marsh 
areas favorable to mosquito production. The deepening and widening of exist- 
ing water channels and construction of new channels for navigation to the 
Gulf of Mexico and through the Intracoastal Waterway has admitted more 
salt water into the marsh area. Guard locks installed to prevent salt water 
from entering the canals from which many farmers derive their fresh water 
supply undoubtedly have caused a major increase in the extent to which salt 
water overflows the marshes. 

The intermixture of fresh and salt water, resulting from the works described 
and the changes in water levels throughout the marshes along the coust, have 
created en abundant breeding area for mosquitoes. 

It is proposed to expend the sum of $250,000 annually for a period of 3 years 
to conduct a program of control and progressive eradication of these mosqui- 
toes. Local interests would contribute 25 percent of this amount and the legisla- 
ture of the State of Louisiana has appropriated the State share of the funds 
in the hope that the Federal contribution will be forthcoming. 

The project as proposed would be administered by the Chief of Engineers 
under the direction of the Secretary of the Army, in cooperation with othe 
Federal agencies and with the State agencies concerned with public works and 
health control measures. 
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The bill would select a project area between the Calcasieu and Mermentanu 
Rivers, or some similar adjacent area, and currently with the necessary long- 
range planning and research, initiate a program that would give quickest relief 
from this growing menace. 

We strongly recommend that this measure be included in the omnibus 
bill under consideration by your committee, in order that this problem can be 
attacked at the earliest possible date. My colleague, Senator Allen J. Ellender, 
joins me in this request. 


[S. 3943, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing a comprehensive projeet for control and progressive eradication of 
salt-marsh and other injurious mosquitoes in the coastal area of southwest Louisiana 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That there is hereby authorized a comprehen- 
sive project to provide for control and progressive eradication of the salt-marsh 
and other injurious mosquitoes in the coastal area of Louisiana, particularly be- 
tween the Calcasieu and Mermentau Rivers, in the interest of the health of 
humans and animals, including continued research for the development of the 
most effective and economic control measures and investigation of the relativn- 
ship of the mosquito infestation to works constructed by the Corps of Engineers 
for flood control and navigation. The project shall be administered by the Chief 
of Engineers, under the direction of the Secretary of the Army in cooperation 
with other Federal and State agencies at an estimated Federal cost of $250,000 
annually for three years; provided that local interests contribute in work or 
cash the equivalent of 25 per centum of the annual Federal appropriation for 
such project. 

Sec. 2. The Chief of Engineers shall, in cooperation with the appropriate 
State and local agencies, select a project area between the Calcasieu and Mer- 
mentau Rivers, or some similar adjacent area, and concurrently with the nec- 
essary long-range planning and research, immediately apply, in the area se 
lected, such biological, chemical, and mechanicai methods or modifications 
thereof for control of mosquitoes as have already been developed by the Corps 
of Engineers and used with success in connection with reservoirs in upland 
areas. 

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


CONTROL AND ERADICATION OF MOSQUITOES IN SOUTHWEST LOUISIANA 


Mr. Lone. Mr. President, I introduce; for appropriate reference, a bill au- 
thorizing a comprehensive project for control and progressive eradication of 
salt marsh and other injurious mosquitoes in the coastal area of southwest 
Louisiana. I ask unanimous consent that a statement, prepared by me, re- 
lating to the bill, may be printed in the Record. 

Mhe PrEsIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred; and, without objection, the statement will be printed in the Record. 

The bill (S. 3943) authorizing a comprehensive project for control and pro- 
gressive eradication of salt marsh and other injurious mosquitoes in the coastal 
area of southwest Louisiana, introduced by Mr. Long, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The statement presented by Mr. Long is as follows: 


“STATEMENT BY SENATOR LONG 


“1. Anyone familiar with the Mississippi Delta and gulf coast of Louisiana 
has felt the sting of salt marsh and floodwater mosquitoes blown inland from 
breeding marshes and knows about their power of flight and ability to be 
carried by wind for many miles as well as their viciousness and the effect of 
their attacks. The great swarms that arise from the marshes following storms 
and lesser ecological disturbances that create conditions favorable to mosquito 
breeding, forming clouds of destruction wafted inland to add to an already 
dense mosquito population, are intolerable for man and beast alike in an area 
of economic importance. 
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“2 These conditions are not new but their occurrence is more frequent and 
is taking on greater importance with the economic development of the resources of 
the region, some of which contribute substantially to the conditions and call 
for exploration of remedial measures. The coastal marshes of Louisiana are 
built upon a foundation of vegetation which has been progressively sinking for 
many years bringing about higher water levels and intrusion of salt water in 
the marsh areas favorable to mosquito production. Salt water brought to the 
surface by oil and mineral development has changed some fresh water areas 
to a saline condition. The deepening and widening of existing water channels 
and construction of new channels for navigation to the Gulf of Mexico and 
through the Intracoastal Waterway has admitted more salt water into the marsh 
area. Guard locks installed to prevent salt water from entering the canals from 
which many farmers derive their fresh-water supply undoubtedly have caused a 
major increase in the extent to which salt water overflows the marshes. The re- 
sulting intermixture of fresh and salt water and changes in water levels through- 
out the extensive marshes along the coast create an abundant breeding area 
for mosquitoes. Livestock production, recreational development, and human 
occupation in the vicinity are seriously affected to the point that full develop- 
ment of the resources of the region will require the necessary investigations to 
determine the factors that make up the potential of the marshes for mosquito 
production, the means whereby mosquito production may be controlled, and 
development of an operational program that will provide the necessary relief 
from mosquito infestation that now impedes full development and use of the 
resources of the coastal area. 

“3. It is recognized that the control of mosquitoes is primarily a responsi- 
bility of the State and local interests. However, now that the Federal Govern- 
ment has expended millions of dollars in development of the water resources of 
the coastal area of Louisiana for navigation, flood control, water supply, salt- 
water regulation, and agricultural, industrial, and recreational uses, it is equita- 
ble that the Federal Government cooperate with the State of Louisiana in pro- 
viding funds for survey of the situation that has developed concurrently with 
these improvements, research in development of control methods, and experi- 
mentation in control practices to realize the full benefits of the improvements 
that have been made. 

“4. The Corps of Engineers, as the Federal agency primarily concerned with 
the problem, is well prepared to conduct the necessary engineering and opera- 
tional investigations and the experimental and demonstration activities and to 
direct the exploration of the technical problems associated with mosquito produc- 
tion in the areas affected by Federal water-control projects and to undertake 
development of adequate mosquito control measures in cooperation with the 
State of Louisiana and other interested Federal agencies. Millions of dollars 
of Federal funds have been expended in a similar manner through the Corps of 
Engineers for the same general purpose with outstanding success for develop- 
ment of mosquito control in connection with reservoirs in upland areas under 
jurisdiction of the corps. Improvements brought about by these endeavors 
have resulted in establishing satisfactory controls and reduction in costs for 
management of reservoirs throughout the principal mosquito breeding areas of 
the United States. Extension of the same type activity to the coastal area of 
Louisiana in the vicinity of Federal water-control structures will serve an equally 
urgent need and results obtained will be equally applicable to many other 
coastal areas of the same type in other States. It is anticipated that joint 
endeavors may substantially improve and reduce the cost of the continuing pro- 
gram of the State of Louisiana for mosquito control in the coastal areas. 

“>. It is proposed that, subject to further planning by the Corps of Engineers 
and the State of Louisiana, a project area be selected in the coastal marshes of 
Louisiana between the Caleasieu and Mermentau Rivers, or some equally suitable 
area; for study, experimentation, and demonstration: for control of salt marsh 
and other injurious mosquitoes, including comprehensive investigation of en- 
vironmental factors and conditions favorable to mosquito production and all 
possible biological, chemical, mechanical, or other methods that may be economi- 
cally practiced and demonstrated successful for control of mosquitoes. 

“6. In order to accomplish the above purposes, it is proposed that Federal 
funds in the amount of $250,000 per year be appropriated for a period of 3 
years for the Corps of Engineers to be expended under the direction of the Secre- 
tary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, subject to con- 
currence and cooperation of the State of Louisiana through its agency or agen- 
cies responsible for mosquito control activities.” 
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Senator Lone. Will the committee be able to hear the other wit- 
nesses ? 

Senator Kerr. We will hear the other witnesses. 

Senator Lone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the other members 
of the committee. 

Senator Hruska. We will proceed to a further presentation of the 
Barataria Waterway project. Congressman Boggs, we will hear 
you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HALE BOGGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN THE 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF 
LOUISIANA 


Mr. Bocas. Thank you. I shall only take a moment to reiterate 
the statement made a few moments ago by Senator Long. This 
project is desperately needed, principally to carry out the offshore 
operations in which the Federal Government has a stake and interest. 
The project has a high economic ratio of 4to 1. The cost is relatively 
anal The savings in time and money are very large. The existing 
cut through the area which you see on the map is grossly inadequate. 
This project is authorized to be completed in a relatively short time, 
and it will save tremendous transportation costs from New Orleans 
through the entire Coastal Canal to Morgan City and back to the 
area which you see at the termination of the dotted line. 

Mr. Chairman we have some witnesses here. Mr. Nat Knight, Jr., 
a member of the public service commission in Louisiana, also a banker 
and attorney, and chairman of one of the waterway commissions in 
Jefferson Parish, La., in which this project is located. We also have 
Mr. Carter who is executive vice president of one of our largest ship- 
building firms. Mr. Ayers, president of the Ayers Materials Co., 
which is located on the Harvey Canal. And Mr. Myers, representing 
the Department of Public Works of the State of Louisiana, and Mr. 
Gormin, vice president of the Bauerlein in New Orleans. 

I don’t think Mr. Thompson came in. I had him listed. He is 
very interested as president of the American Waterways Assocation. 

Senator Hruska. Shall we hear from those witnesses at this time? 

Mr. Boces. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. Will you call on them in the order in which you 
desire, and we will hear them in that order. 

Mr. Knight has to catch a plane and return to New Orleans. I 
will call on him first. I might say that all of these gentlemen are 
going to make very brief statements. 


STATEMENT OF NAT B. KNIGHT, JR., MEMBER OF THE LOUISIANA 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Knient. Mr. Chairman, my statement, although brief, has been 
covered in part by some of the prior statements and I am going to 
omit that part and avoid duplication. 

My name is Nat B. Knight, Jr. I am a lifelong resident of the 
parish of Jefferson. As chairman of the board of the Guaranty Bank 
& Trust Co., of Gretna, Jefferson Parish, and as the member of the 
Louisiana Public Service Commission from this district since 1940, I 
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am acquainted with the areas traversed and served by the proposed 
waterway. 

The Gulf of Mexico is a considerable distance from New Orleans 
via the Mississippi River. From New Orleans to Head of Passes is 
100 miles, and from that point to Southwest Pass an additional 20 
miles, or by way of South Pass 1314 miles. Off the shores of the Grand 
Isle area and within the large shallow salt-water lake of Barataria 
Bay lie oil and gas fields of tremendous potential. That is also true 
in the large shallow area of Barataria me indicated on the map. 
The proposed waterway and the existing intracoastal waterway to- 

ether reduce the distance to the Gulf of Mexico to about 50 miles from 
New Orleans. Existing locks at Harvey Canal make possible entrance 
into the Mississippi River from the Intracoastal Waterway. A water 
route so much shorter, leading directly to the enormously rich offshore 
oil deposits while tapping inland oilfields en route is obviously of 
utmost importance. 

In common with other large shallow bodies of water, Barataria 
Bay is treacherous and dangerous; wave action results quickly from 
advance winds. During the winter it is not uncommon for a north 
wind of some duration to depress its water surface by as much as 3 
feet. At present the controlling depth is 414 feet and the controlling 
width in Dupre Cutoff is 30 feet at the bottom. Modern barges draw 
81% feet. Later model shrimp trawlers, which operate in this region, 
draw 8 feet, while heavy equipment for the offshore oilfields draws 
between 9 and 10 feet. Hurricanes occur in the general vicinity about 
once in every 7 years. 

Despite the restrictions on navigation imposed by the existing in- 
adequate channel and attendant difficulties, the need for waterborne 
traffic has been so great that the annual tonnage increased from 127,280 
tons in 1944, to 694,695 tons in 1954. The Corps of Engineers has 
outlined accurately the scope of the project. Your attention is re- 
spectfully directed to the variety and number of operations benefited 
by the proposed improvements, operations both of a local and national 
interest, including shrimping, the planting and gathering of oysters, 
the transportation of crude oil, heavy equipment, pipe, drilling mud, 
and other mineral production supplies, sulfur barges and other equip- 
ment concerned in the production, gathering, and transportation of 
oil, gas, sulfur, and other minerals, all of vital concern to the national 
economy and national defense. All this traffic will be fed from and 
into the existing Intracoastal Waterway as well as through the project 
for Bayou Segnette leading into the heart of the city of Westwego. 

As compared with the inestimable benefits flowing from the proposed 
waterway, there are no disadvantages, no opposition, no interest or 
parties who wil! be injured by the proposal. Measured in this day 
of fantastic expenditures, the cost of these tremendous benefits is mod- 
erate—$1,697,000 for the Federal Government and $242,000 for local 
interests, and the benefit-cost ratio of 4 to 1 is extremely favorable. 
The cost is moderate based on today’s prices. 

The need for favorable action is increased with each passing day. 
Traffic is growing at an accelerated pace, and with the removal of the 
legal difficulties which exist there just isn’t any computing how greatly 
they will develop in a short time. As a matter of interest, passing 
tows have to pull over and run aground while opposing traffic passes. 
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We don’t know of any peacetime project, certainly in our area, that 
offers more in genuine and lasting benefits for so small an expenditure. 
We respectfully request that this project be included in the pending 
omnibus bill so that construction might be begun at an early date. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you, Mr. Knight. 

Mr. Boees. I will call next Mr. Henry Carter, executive vice presi- 
dent of Avondale Marine Ways. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Boees. I will call Captain Ayers. 


STATEMENT OF J. R. AYERS, JR., PRESIDENT OF AYERS MARINE 
SERVICE, INC. 


Mr. Ayers. Mr. Chairman, I am James R. Ayers, Jr. My place 
of business is Harvey. I desire to make the following statement 
regarding the bill, S. 3867. 

During the years 1946 through 1953, when we were engaged in off- 
shore towing operations, we were very active in moving barges, der- 
ricks, construction equipment, and steel from the New Orleans area 
to offshore oil-drilling operations along the gulf coast from the Mis- 
sissippi River to Freeport, Tex., but primarily in the vicinity of Grand 
Isle, La. 

During these operations it was necessary to schedule all of our tows 
out through the southwest pass of the Mississippi River, thence 
approximately 40 miles through outside unprotected waters to Grand 
Isle. 

During our operations down there we were subjected to numerous 
delays caused by rough weather and fog, whereby we would be com- 
pelled to tie up just inside the mouth of the river for periods from 
several hours to 3 or 4 days at atime. Or in the case of being caught 
off shore near Grand Isle in heavy weather, our boats and crews would 
be forced to lay at anchor or try to head up to the weather with no 
protection, awaiting the opportunity to make a dash for the mouth 
of the river a great distance off, endangering lives and equipment, 
when if there had been a channel as proposed in bill S. 3867, this 
would not have been necessary. 

Aside from the hazards of outside water and getting across the bar 
at the entrance to the river, there still remains approximately 123 
miles of swift current, many bends, seagoing ships, and at times logs 
and driftwood that present a real hazard to all crews and vessels. 
This condition would be greatly relieved by an improved waterway 
from the Gulf of Mexico such as provided for in bill S. 3867. 

At the present time the Ayers Materials Co., Inc., of which I am 
also president, attempts to use the inland route to deliver by barge 
clam shell for mats setting up oil-drilling rigs. 

We are having serious trouble and delays in our operations due to 
existing shallow channel with many obstacles to navigation. 

There is great and urgent need of improvement to this waterway. 
Therefore, we urge favorable consideration and hope for passage of 
bill S. 3867 during this session of Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I know we are running short of time, but we are 
having a little problem down there. This past week our vessels— 
we had a tow of barges delayed some 3 days trving to get to Grand 
Isle, some 55 miles from New Orleans, due to this low water. 
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Senator Hruska. Thank you, Mr. Ayers, for your statement. 

Mr. Booes. Mr. Chairman, may we call Mr. Lu Myers, chief engineet 
of the Department of Public Works, State of Louisiana / 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Myers, will you step forward, please, and 
proceed in your own manner. 


STATEMENT OF LU B. MYERS, CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT 
OF PUBLIC WORKS, STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Lu Myers, chief engineer of the Louisiana Department of Public 
Works. We have prepared a brief in support of this project which I 
would like to file and ask that it be made a part of the record. 

Senator Hruska. It will be received. 

(The brief referred to above follows:) 


STATEMENT IN SUPPORT O¥ AUTHORIZATION FOR NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS 
BARATARIA WATERWAY, IN LOUISIANA 


By the. State of Louisiana Department of Public Works, Calvin T. Watts, Director 
FOREWORD 


Navigation is of utmost importance to Louisiana because of its geographical 
location, its topography, and the fact that the bulk of its mineral resources are 
found in the water bottoms and marshes which extend along the coast of the 
Gulf of Mexico. Louisiana is situated at the hub of the most extensive inland 
waterway system in the world, where the 6,908 miles of the Gulf Intracoastal 
and Warrior-Tombigbee systems and the 12.351 miles of the Mississippi River 
system link the resources of the gulf coats with the industrial centers of northern, 
midwestern, and eastern United States. Among Louisiana’s greatest assets are 
the 7,500 miles of navigable waterways which lie within its borders, for the 
majority of these streams traverse the marshes and lowlands where most of the 
State’s mineral wealth is found, and provide the most practical means of develop- 
ing the resources of an otherwise inaccessible area. 

The department of public works is the planning agency of the State govern- 
ment and has the responsibility of formulating plans for proper development of 
the resources of the State. One of its most important duties is the improvement 
and extension of Louisiana’s inland waterway system. In fulfilling this duty, 
the department maintains close liaison with the Corps of Engineers who are 
engaged in similar work in the area. Through the medium of this brief the 
department of public works seeks to obtain congressional authorization for con- 
struction of the Barataria Bay Waterway, La. 


BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, LOUISIANA 


The Barataria Bay Waterway lies in the coastal marshes and bays of south 
Louisiana about midway between Bayou Lafourche and the Mississippi River. 
It was originally constructed for small commercial fishing boats, but now it has 
become of great importance to other interests, principally those engaged in the 
discovery and production of oil, gas, and sulfur in the marshes of the area and 
offshore in the Gulf of Mexico. As a result of these new activities, the present 
project dimensions of 5 feet deep on a bottom width of 50 feet have become 
obsolete and inadequate for the large vessels and maritime equipment which 
must be used to develop the mineral resources of the region. 

The most important factors supporting improvement of this waterway are 
the tremendous increase in traffic, the greater range in sizes and types of vessels 
and marine equipment using it, and the prospects that the waterway will continue 
to increase in importance for many years to come. 

Over the past 10 years commerce has increased from 190,000 tons to 695,000 
tons annually, despite the fact that restrictions imposed by the shallow depths 
and narrow channel have caused great inconvenience and loss to navigators. 
Kighty-five percent of the traffic is directly related to the production of oil, gas, 
and sulfur, the balance consisting of shellfish, such as shrimp and oysters, and 
miscellaneous cargo. 
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The discovery and production of oil and gas fields and sulfur deposits served 
by the Barataria Bay Waterway, whether inland or offshore, are primarily 
marine operations. Drilling rigs are mounted on specially designed barges and 
towed through canals dredged to the well site, and hugh cranes and marine 
structures for offshore work are assembled and floated to location. Nearly one- 
half of the traffic over the waterway consists of crude petroleum which must be 
transported in barges to refineries. 

The production and development of the mineral resources of this area, as in 
all of coastal Louisiana, are very expensive operations and the most efficient 
marine equipment must be employed, hence the trend to larger vessels and longer 
tows. Fishing boats are also larger, for a large portion of all shirmp taken 
annually now come from the open gulf, whereas in earlier days only the inland 
bays and lakes were fished. But the small dimensions of the waterway prohibit 
the efficient use of the necessary vessels and tows of more than one barge, 
causing great inconvenience and costly delay to all users of the channel. 

The enormous natural resources of the tributary area assure that the Bara- 
taria Bay Waterway will have a long and useful life. This area embraces over 
900,000 acres of producing and potential oil lands, including 400,000 acres lying 
offshore in the gulf. In 1955, crude-oil production on these lands and water- 
bottoms amounted to 12.5 million barrels. Since this is a new producing area, 
production of oil and gas will rise as existing fields are developed and new ones 
are discovered. Based on the records of the oldest south Louisiana oil fields, 
drilling and production will continue at a greater rate than at present for the 
next 50 years. Oil companies are leasing sites for a period of 50 years with 
option of renewal. A conservative estimate of the sulfur deposit in the Gulf of 
Mexico off Grand Isle at the southern end of the waterway indicates a life of 
80 years if produced at a rate of 500,000 tons annually and 40 years if produced 
at 1 million tons annually. Although this deposit is not being worked now, pro- 
duction is mandatory under terms of the lease and the waterway, if improved, 
will afford great savings in mining and transporting the sulfur. 

Several oil companies use Grand Isle as a base of operations for exploring 
and producing oil offshore in the gulf. The Humble Oil Co. is the largest 
operator in this area and has spent over $1.5 million in constructing docks, 
wharves, storage tanks, and living quarters for personnel on the island. This 
firm has also spent $220,000 in dredging the offshore bar and channel at the 
gulf entrance to the waterway. The department of public works is now enlarg- 
ing the most restricted reaches of the channel to a depth of 9 feet over a bottom 
width of 100 feet at a cost of $150,368. The department of highways and the 
department of public works have also expended over $750,000 to combat beach 
erosion at Grand Isle and to further secure the island as a base of operations 
for offshore oil development. 

The department of public works considers the Barataria Bay Waterway of 
great importance to the State of Louisiana and to the Nation. It is a vital link 
connecting the mineral resources and fisheries of the Gulf of Mexico with the 
refineries and markets served by the Intracoastal Waterway and the Mississippi 
River system. Enlargement of its channel to more adequate dimensions will 
enable the fishing, petroleum, and sulfur industries to continue their operations 
more efficiently and safely than is presently possible. We therefore urge Con- 
gress to authorize modification of the existing project to provide a channel 12 
feet deep at mean low gulf level over a bottom width of 125 feet in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers at an estimated cost of 
$1,697,000. 


Mr. Myers. I would like to give you three reasons why we think 
this project should be : authorized. The area that this waterw ay serves, 
in addition to having offshore potential, is also rich in oil, sulfur, and 
seafoods. This waterw ay will connect this area with the inland water- 
way system of the entire country, and be an integral part of the water- 
way system in Louisiana. 

Second, the resources of this area are ample to insure the economic 
and beneficial use of this project. 

Third, this projet is so urgently needed that the local people have 
now under contract 10 miles of this canal for enlargement at a cost of 
$150,000. This project is jointly financed by the State, the local police 
jury, and the navigation interests. 
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I would like to file also as a part of the record the plans for this 
project which are now under construction. 

Senator Hruska. Those will be received for the file. 

(The documents referred to above were filed with the committee. ) 

Mr. Bocas. Before calling the next witness I would like to get per- 
mission from Mr. Thompson, president of the American Waterways 
Operators and Mr. Carter vice president of the Avondale Marine 
Ways, to file their statements. 

Senator Hruska. That must be agreeable. We must bear in mind 
the time limitation. 

Mr. Boces. I would like for the record to show that bills now being 
considered are identical to H. R. 1770 which I introduced in the House 
in January 1955. 

I will now call Mr. Gormin. 


STATEMENT OF KEN GORMIN, VICE PRESIDENT OF 
BAUERLEIN, INC. 


Mr. Gormin. A number of statements and telegrams have been sent 
from communities, and associations, to Senator Kerr, Senator Chavez, 
and Senator Long. I would like to ask that they be entered in the 
record. 

Senator Hruska. They will be accepted for the record. 

Mr. Gormin. The Intercoastal Canal Association of Louisiana and 
Texas, and the American Waterways Operators, headed by Mr. Chester 
Thompson, also favor this project. I have here some 20 statements 
and letters of support from the responsible civic associations, indus- 
tries, and political leaders. I am not going to read them, but I ask 
permission to file them in the record. 

Senator Hruska. That will be received and placed in the record. 

(The letters referred to above follow :) 

Gretna, La., July 16, 1956. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, 

Dear SENATOR: In behalf of the police jury of Jefferson Parish, the governing 

agency of the parish (county) I am writing to you in support of S. 3867, the bill 


which provides for the improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay and 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

The police jury has long recognized the need for deepening this waterway and 
strongly urges favorable consideration and authorization in this Congress. 

We join with industrial, commercial and civic interests in seeking a 12-foot 
channel to alleviate the barge traffic in the area and permit the orderly develop- 
ment of resources vital to our Nation. 

Sincerely, 
J. J. HOLTGREVE, 
President, Police Jury, Parish of Jefferson. 





[New Orleans Chamber of Commerce News Bulletin, July 13, 1956] 


Boarp URGES FAVORABLE VOTE ON BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY BILL 


Benefits with a ratio of 4 to 1 over costs should be realized from the proposed 
improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. 
N. L. Caruthers, chairman of the Waterways Development Committee told the 
board of directors at their latest meeting. 
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Basing his information on the survey of the proposed project by the United 
States Army Corp of Engineers, Mr. Caruthers pointed out that the benefit cost 
ratio of 4 to 1 as determined by the Corps of Engineers clearly reveals the 
economie justification for this project. 

He told the board members that Senator Robert S. Kerr, chairman of the United 
States Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Flood Control and Rivers and 
Harbors, will shortly conduct hearings on S. 3867, a bill introduced by Senators 
Allen J. Ellender and Russel B. Long to provide for the improvement of “a water- 
way between Barataria Bay, Louisiana, and the Gulf of Mexico.” 

Asking that the members of the board urge Senator Kerr and his colleagues 
to vote favorably on this bill, Mr. Caruthers said that the narrow channel pres- 
ently in existence, with a controlling depth of only four and a half feet, presents 
a hazard to navigation and a constant threat to the safety of personnel employed 
aboard floating equipment using this channel. Because this waterway is urgently 
needed by all of the industries involved with the development, servicing, and 
production of the offshore oil industry along the coast of Louisiana, he continued, 
the proposed improvement which would result in a channel 12 feet by 125 feet is 
of vital importance. 

General P. A. Feringa, who is also a member of the committee, pointed out 
the location of the proposed project on a chart and told the members that this 
route provides a substantially shorter distance to the offshore developments than 
the Mississippi River, and that the channel was equally essential to the import- 
ant oyster and shrimp industry of the area. 

General Feringa then explained that the importance of the development of 
this waterway which joins the Intracoastal Waterway in the vicinity of Lafitte 
with arteries entering the Mississippi River at New Orleans, is further empha- 
sized by the fact that it will also tie in with the Bayou Segnette Waterway 
development project extending from Lafitte to Westwego. The funds for the 
Bayou Segnette Waterway have already been made available by the Congress, 
he said. 

The members of the board, after hearing from the two representatives of the 
committee, unanimously endorsed S. 3867, and directed that a letter be written 
to Senator Kerr and the members of his committee urging the favorable consid- 
eration of this measure, which they cited as providing a valuable link in the 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway system. 


COMMERCIAL TRANSPORT CorP., 
New Orleans, La., July 13, 1956. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee on Flood Control and 
Rivers and Harbors, Senate Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: This refers to S. 3867, a bill to provide for the improve- 
ment of the waterway between Barataria Bay, La., and the Gulf of Mexico. 

The present waterway is inadequate even for the most limited type of equip- 
ment. The existing channel has a controlling depth of only 414 feet, and be- 
cause the waterway will not accommodate the most modern and economic- 
type equipment, a great number of carriers operating the size vessels such as 
owned by our company have not been able to extend our operations to this 
waterway. 

The rapidly expanding operations of the oil industry in the marshland and off- 
shore areas involved makes it vitally important that an adequate channel be 
provided to service such operations. The proposed improvements would meet 
the requirements. It would provide a substantially shorter and safer route 
than via the Mississippi River. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers’ survey of this proposed project 
indicates a benefit-cost ratio of a little better than 4 to 1 which clearly reveals 
the economic justification for the project. 

The needs for this enlarged channel are increasing daily, and we respectfully 
urge the favorable action of your committee. 

Respectfully yours, 
N. L. CARUTHERS, 
Assistant to the President. 
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CRESCENT Tow1NncG & SALVAGE Co., INC., 
New Orleans, La., July 12, 1956. 
Senator Ronert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Flood Control and 
Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Kerr: It has come to my attention that bill S. 3867, providing 
for the improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay, La., and the Gulf 
of Mexico, by Senators Allen J. Ellender and Russell B. Long, will come to the 
attention of your committee. I wish to respectfully request that you and your 
colleagues vote in favor of this bill. 

We service the offshore oil industry along the coast of Louisiana, which is 
engaged in the production of gas and oil, and urgently require a channel that 
is safe for our personnel and equipment. You can appreciate the equipment 
involved is specialized and represents heavy capital investment to this com- 
pany and others. We understand that the United States Army Corps of En- 
gineers has made a survey of this proposed project, which indicates that it is 
warranted and necessary. 

The urgent needs for this enlarged channel are multiplying, and we urge that 
your committee act favorably so that the project can be included in the omnibus 
bill and construction started in 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM §. SMITH, 
Vice President. 


T. SMitH & SON, INc., 


New Orleans, La., July 12, 1956. 
Senator Rospert S. Kerr, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Flood Control and 
Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR KERR: It has come to my attention that bill S. 3867, providing 
for the improvement of the waterway between Barataria Bay, La., and the 
Gulf of Mexico, by Senators Allen J. Ellender and Russell B. Long, will come to 
the attention of your committee. I wish to respectfully request that you and 
your colleagues vote in favor of this bill. 

We service the offshore oil industry along the coast of Louisiana, which is 
engaged in the production of gas and oil, and urgently require a channel that 
is safe for our personnel and equipment. You can appreciate the equipment in- 
volved is specialized and represents heavy capital investment to this company 
and others. We understand that the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
has made a survey of this proposed project, which indicates that it is warranted 
and necessary. 

The urgent needs for this enlarged channel are multiplying, and we urge 
that your committee act favorably so that the project can be included in the 
omnibus bill and construction started in 1957. 

Sincerely yours, 
TERENCE J. SMITH, President. 

Mr. Gorin. Our project has no detractors. Everyone is for it. We 
would like to see some money for it in 1957. 

We appreciate your kindness in hearing us, Senator. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you for coming, and thank you Congress- 
man Boggs. 

A statement of Senator Long will be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(The statement of Senator Long follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RUSSELL B. LONG 


For a number of years there has been a growing need for a larger channel 
between Barataria, La., and the Gulf of Mexico. This need has been brought 
about largely because of barge traffic operating out of the Gulf of Mexico in the 
vicinity of Grand Isle and destined for the inland-waterway system near 
Barataria. 
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This route is only approximately 37 miles in length and makes it possible for 
traffic utilizing it to enter the Intracoastal System and proceed to the Mississippi 
River by way of Harvey lock and canal, making a total elapsed distance or only 
about 52 miles from the Gulf of Mexico to the Mississippi River and New Orleans. 
The present route through the Mississippi River is more than twice that distance. 

In spite of the fact that at the present time the controlling depth of the 
existing channel from the Gulf of Mexico to Barataria is less than 5 feet, traffic 
over that route was increased more than 5 times in a 10-year period. There is 
every indication to believe that the providing of additional depth will make the 
channel available to a larger number of tows and make possible considerably 
greater utility of the channel. 

The waterway which is proposed by this bill would be 12 feet deep and 125 
feet wide. Starting at the intersection of the Intracoastal Canal and Bayou 
Barataria, it would follow the route of the existing waterway to mile 15.5 in 
Bayou St. Denis, thence by a new channel through the chain of islands along the 
west side of Barataria Bay to intercept the existing channel of Barataria Pass 
and through the excavated pass channel to the 12-foot contour in the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

The present channel is 5 feet deep by 50 feet wide. 

The estimated Federal cost of this project is $1,697,000 construction and 
$80,000 annual maintenance. Local interests will contribute $242,000 in addi- 
tion to all necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-way, as well as necessary 
alterations to pipelines, cables, and other facilities. 

Since introducing this bill, I have received correspondence from oil companies, 
oil-supply users, fishermen, and movers of heavy equipment, advising me of their 
interest in and need for this waterway. They have assured me that the in- 
troduction of a 12-foot channel on the west bank of the Mississippi River would 
be a great boon to the development of the commerce of that area and would 
return manifold the cost of construction and maintenance of such a project. 


Senator Hruska. Next the Engineers on Barataria Bay, La., as em- 
| braced in S. 3867. 
, General ITscHNER. Mr. Darling? 
, Mr. Darina. I am H. V. Darling. I am appearing to describe 
| the proposed Barataria Bay Waterway. This report and study, Mr. 
Chairman, was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944 and also 
by the River and Harbor Act of 1945. The Barataria Bay Waterway 
is located in the coastal region of South Louisiana. 

The improvement contemplated i in this report would extend from a 





: point on the Intercoastal Canal 14.6 miles southwest of Harvey Lock 
to Grand Isle, a distance of 37 miles. It would consist of enlargement 
and realinement of the existing waterway shown in black, also of an 


extension to the 12-foot depth contour in the Gulf of Mexico and a 3.2 
mile extension down Bayou Rigand. The existing waterway is 5 feet 
deep over a width of 50 feet. The proposed waterway would be 12-feet 
deep over a width of 125 feet. These dimensions are exactly the same 
as the Intercoastal Waterway into which the Banataria Waterway 
would feed. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Darling, what is that green blocked line 
running from Manila Village almost directly south toward Grand 
Isle? 

Mr. Darina. That is the portion of the waterway which is relo- 
cated. This [indicating] waterway, existing at the present time, 
through it has an authorized depth of 5 feet, may get as distiow as 41, 
feet or less, due to wind and wave action in this wide expanse of water. 
It also increases the maintenance necessary in connection with the 
channel. So in the plan that is contemplated in this report this is 
moved back into the islands and bayou and marshland where it will 
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have some protection from the open waves and winds and accordingly 
entail much less maintenance. 

The commerce on this waterway is composed largely of oil, oil 
products, seafoods, and shells. For the 10-year period preceding 
1954 it averaged 403,000 tons. The total for 1954 was 695,000 tons. 
The increase has been steady on this waterway and it can be expected, 
that with the provision of the greater depth which is required by the 
petroleum movement in particular, the traffic will greatly increase. 
Petroleum is being found inshore and offshore in the Gulf of Mexico 
area and great use is being made of this waterway which is a much 
shorter route up to the Mississippi River and New Orleans. 

Local cooperation in connection with this project requires that local 
interests shall provide all rights-of-way : id easements necessary for 
construction and maintenance, and shall relocate or modify if neces- 
sary, the pipelines, cables, and other utility crossings over the water- 
way. And they shall hold and save the United States free from dam- 
ages during construction and maintenance. 

The economics of the waterway are shown by the following figures. 
The estimated total cost is $1,939,000 of which $242,000 is non-Federal 
cost. The total annual charges are estimated at $153,000, and when 
equated to the total benefits of $617000 give a cost-to-benefit ratio of 
1 to 4. 

That, sir, concludes my statement, unless the committee has some 
questions. 

Senator Hruska. Is there a complete Chief of Engineers report on 
this item? 

Mr. Dartine. The report is now before the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors and is scheduled to be heard in their August 
meeting. 

Senator Hruska. Has it been referred to the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Dariinc. No, sir. It will not be referred to the Bureau of the 
Budget until after it has been returned from the Board. The district 
and division engineers’ reports are in, and those are the reports that 
are before the Board. 

Senator Hruska. Does that complete your statement on this proj- 
ect ? 

Mr. Darina. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I have a letter from Congressman Boggs of Louisi- 
ana with reference to the Barataria Bay Waterway project in Louisi- 
ana. 

(The letter follows :) 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 18, 1956. 
Hon. Ropert Kerr, 
Subcommittee on Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: I am enclosing herewith a statement prepared by Mr. 
Everett T. Winter, executive vice president of the Mississippi Valley Association, 
which I would appreciate your incorporating in the record of hearings held on 
yesterday on the Barataria Bay project. 

Best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
HALE Bocas, Member of Congress. 
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STATEMENT OF EVERETT T. WINTER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY ASSOCIATION, IN SUPPORT OF BARATARIA BAy WATERWAY PROJECT, 
LOUISIANA 


This waterway is used by vessels engaged in the movement of crude oil, 
supplies, and equipment for the drilling of offshore and inshore oil wells; in 
the shrimping and oyster-fisheries; and in pleasure fishing and yachting. 

The shallow depths and narrow bottom widths preclude the use of marine 
equipment of economical size and full cargo capacity of barges now being used, 
as well as causing delays to vessels negotiating the project. 

The proposed plan is for 12- by 125-foot channel with relocation of a portion 
of the project to the western side of Barataria Bay to provide a route free from 
wave action; and extension of the project to the 12-foot contour in the gulf, 
plus dredging of 3.2 miles of Bayou Rigaud at its eastern end. 

The total cost of the project is estimated to be $1,939,000, with local interests 
to provide $242,000, leaving a $1,697,000 Federal cost. Benefit-to-cost ratio 
of this project is 4.1 to 1. 


Senator Hruska. We have at hand a statement from Senator Wiley, 
of Wisconsin, on the Port Washington Harbor project, which is in- 
corporated in S. 1680. It will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to above follows:) 


UNITED STaTes SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
July 14, 1956. 
Hon. RoBert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Civil Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I had boped to be in a position to testify personally 
at. your subcommittee hearing on Tuesday, July 17th, with reference to the latest 
omnibus rivers and harbors bill, H. R. 12080. 

Unfortunately, I have a conflicting commitment in my State which will pre- 
vent me from being on hand to present oral testimony. 

I should like, however, to make as a matter of committee record my deep in- 
terest in the approval by your committee and thereafter by the full commit- 
tee of all of the Wisconsin provisions set forth in the House Public Works Com- 
mittee version of the bill. 

I have worked on just about every single one of these projects for quite some 
time, and I believe that a well-merited case has been made for each. 

I refer, for example, to the provision for the transfer of the Upper Fox River 
engineering works to Wisconsin State authorities; as well as the other neces- 
sary provisions. 

There is one particular item which is unfortunately omitted from the House 
draft, and that is provision for harbor improvement at Port Washington. 

I had personally introduced S. 1680 to authorize the modification of the exist- 
ing project for Port Washington Harbor. 

I invite your attention to S. 1680. 

I would be most grateful if the subcommittee and the full committee would 
add to the substance of S. 1680 to the omnibus bill. 

Under date of September 28, 1955, the Department of the Army through Wil- 
ber M. Brucker, Secretary, advised “the Department of the Army favors the im- 
provement of Port Washington Harbor.” 

The project was carried by the Congress in hearings back in 1954, but was at 
that time not included in the rivers and harbors bill of that year. 

Thanking you for your consideration of this matter, and with best regards, 
I am 

Sincerely yours, 
ALEXANDER WILEY. 


[S. 1680, 84th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the modification of the existing project for Port Washington 
Harbor, Wisconsin 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the modification, recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers in the report printed in House Document Numbered 446, 
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Highty-third Congress, of the existing project for Port Washington Harbor, 


Wisconsin, is adopted and authorized to be prosecuted under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in 
accordance with the plan recommended in such report and subject to the 


conditions set forth therein. 


Sec. 2. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be neces- 


sary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 





Port WASHINGTON HApBror, WIs. 


(H. Doe. 446, 88d Cong., 2d sess.) 


Location.—In city of Port Washington, Wis., on west short of Lake Michigan, 


about 29 miles north of Milwaukee, Wis. 


1948. 


Report authorized by.—House Public Works Committee resolution, April 13, 


Existing project.—Provides for north breakwater 2,537 feet long; south break- 
water 456 feet long; outer turning basin 21 feet deep and 750 feet wide; entrance 
channel 21 feet deep, and 2,400 feet long through south side of basin; west inner 


basin 140 feet wide, 490 feet long, and 18 feet deep; 


north inner basin 190 feet 


wide, 750 feet long, and 18 feet deep. Project was completed in 1936. 
Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for lengthening north break- 
water about 1,280 feet ; placing rubble on both sides of north breakwater ; raising 


top of north cassion bres ikwater from +8 to +10 feet (L. W. D.) ; removing 456 
feet of south breakwater; enlarging outer turning basin by deepending 150-foot 
wide strip on west side to 21-foot depth; and relocating channel lines to corre- 


spond with improvements. 


Hstimated cost 


Original estimate: ! 
teport (January 1953) 
Current (January 1956) 
Bureau of Budget recommendations: ? 
NN iikct ex phdeieih eit dl oe higher 
RR 5. ose eenanne 


| Federal Non-Fede ral | 


a |s 
Me 
| 


$2, 550, 000 $160, 000 
2, 931, 700 184, 600 
1, 511, 400 | 1, 163, 600 

1, 760, 700 | 1, 355, 600 


| 


Total 


$2, 710, 000 
3, 116, 300 


2, 675, 000 
3, 116, 300 


1 Reporting officer estimated that loca! benefits would comprise 6 percent of total benefits, hence non- 


Federal cash contribution would be 6 percent of total first cost. 


2 Non-Federal cost base 1 on cash contribution by local interests of 4344 percent of total first cost, as noted in 


paragraph on comments of Bureau of Budget below. 





Local cooperation. 


Local interests required to: 
United States all necessary lands, easements, and rights-of-w: 
and save the United States free from damages. 


(a) eee without cost to 
>; and (b) hold 
Also enna to provide cash 


contribution equivalent to 6 percent of first cost (based upon allocation as deter- 
(based upon recommendation of 


mined by reporting officer) or 481% percent 
Bureau of Budget, see paragraph following). 


Project economics 


Annua! charges..------ 


Annual benefits: 
Transportation savings 
Elimination of vessel delays 
Reduced dock damage during rough weather 
Savings-vessel turnings 
Reduced dock damage by improved turning conditions 
Reduced damage and lost time, fishing vessels 
Recreational benefits 
Value-harbor of refuge_- 


TE occ 


Benefit-cost ratio_- 


Report 
$97, 500 


69, 000 
13, 000 
200 
2, 00 
1, = 
M7, 72 
3, 3f 50) 
5, 000 


103, 750 


Current 
$112, 180 


69, 000 
14,950 
230 

2, 800 
e 270 
380 

? Sw 
5, 750 


119, 31 ) 


> y O06 
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Comments of Bureau of Budget.—No objection to submission of report to Con- 
gress; however, the Bureau noted that (a) major part of benefits would accrue 
to single private beneficiary (Wisconsin Electric Power Co.), necessitating a 
larger local cash contribution than stipulated in Corps of Engineers report, and 
(b) recreational benefits do not appear to be adequately documented; hence 
authorization of the project would not be in accord with the program of the 
President. If the aforementioned public utility is considered as a “private inter 
est,” as recommended by the Bureau, the cost allocation would be made on 
the basis of proportional benefits. Benefits to said utility, resulting from sav- 


ings in fuel transportation, comprise 75 percent of total estimated benefits. Based 


upon precedent in similar cases, the local cash contribution would be equal to 
one-half of this percentage, or 3714 percent of the total first cost. With the 6 per- 
cent allocation arising from recreational benefits, the total contribution would 
be 4314 percent of first cost. 
Senator Hruska. Port Washington Harbor, Wis., General. 
General Itscuner. Mr. Brennan. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH R. BRENNAN, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, this is a navigation project at Port 
Washington Harbor, Wis. 

Before describing the project, I might say that it was heard by 
both the House and Senate Public Works Committees in connection 
with the 1954 omnibus bill, but was not included in the bill. There 
was a difference of opinion between the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Corps of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army regarding the local] 
contribution which revolved about the so-called one-user concept. 

Senator Hruska. Have any of those differences been resolved? Or 
will you cover that later ? 

Mr. Brennan. I will cover that later. I might say that the dif- 
ferences have not been resolved, and the project is in exactly the same 
status now as it was when it was heard in 1954. 

Port Washington is located on the west shore of Lake Michigan, 
about 30 miles north of Milwaukee, and about 30 miles south of 
Sheboygan. The project is a navigation project and is composed of 
a breakwater on the north side of the harbor extending about 1,200 feet, 
ending at this point indicated on the map. 

On the south side a breakwater extends from an existing coal dock 
so as to form an entrance channel shown in this location. Also there 
is a turning basin 21 feet deep located between the two breakwaters. 
There are also two inner harbors shown as the North Harbor and the 
West Harbor, both 18 feet in depth. 

The problem arises from difficulty which navigation now has in use 
of this facility. The principal movement is that of coal, incoming 
from the southern part of Lake Michigan or from Lake Erie. This 
coal is carried in relatively large colliers which draw up to the maxi- 
mum depth permitted by the depth of the harbor. 

However, because of ‘the exposure to the north, and the particular 
form in which the breakwaters enclose the outer harbor, wave action 
is quite violent and during times of storm causes delays by preventing 
ships from entering the harbor, causes damage to those ships whic ‘h 
are moored unloading coal at the coal dock, and also causes d: amage 
and extreme hazards to fishing craft which normally moor in the two 
inner harbors. 

The proposed plan, which is the result of an extensive model study 
made by our Vicksburg Waterways Experimental Laboratory, would 

81980—56———24 








362 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


consist of extension of the north breakwater in an angular form as 
shown on the map, raising and strengthening the outer end of the 
existing breakwater shown by the green dashes, and removing the dog- 
leg end of the existing south breakwater. It would also include 
widening for a distance of 150 feet a strip extending along the inner 
part of the outer harbor. The model as shows that with this im- 
provement a much larger and less hazardous entrance channel would 
be provided in this location, thus permitting ships to enter without 
the present dangers and diminishing and lowering the wave motion 
which is caused by the present location of the breakwaters. 

The total cost of the project based on current prices, Mr. Chairman, 
is $3,116,300, of which the non-Federal cost is $184,600, and the 
Federal cost, $2,931,700. 

The annual benefits, again based on current prices, are $119,000, 
and the annual charges $112,000, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.06. 

The contribution from local interests of $184,600 is based upon an 
evaluation of recreational boating and local benefits which amount to 
6 percent of the total benefits to be produced by the enlargement and 
extension. 

The application of that amount of 6 percent to the total cost pro- 
duces a figure of $184,600. The major portion of the remaining 
benefit is almost all in connection with the traffic in coal that I men- 
tioned earlier. The coal is delivered to the coal docks and thence to 
the powerplant of the Wisconsin Electric Company, which is a public 
utility, and is used to produce power which is generated and dis- 
tributed to an area of approximately 11,000 square miles. That public 
utility is regulated by a State Commission, the Wisconsin Public 
Utility Commission. For that reason the Chief of Engineers felt 
that the application of the one-user concept was not appropriate in 
this case because the benefits from the improvement would be dis- 
tributed and would accrue to the population of the entire area using 
the power, through reduction in rates. 

The Bureau of the Budget took the position that that was not 
necessarily so since the user was a single organization and therefore 
being a single organization should be required to contribute 50 percent 
of the cost of the improvement attributable to this coal benefit. 

The part which is attributable to the coal benefit is 75 percent of 
the total benefit. So that 50 percent of that figure would amount to 
37 and a half percent of the total cost. That, added to the six percent 
which both the Bureau of the Budget and the Corps of Engineers 
agreed to as a proper contribution from the recreational and local 
benefits, would make a total of 43 and a half percent in the view of the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

In terms of dollars, the total contribution, in accordance with the 
Bureau of the Budget, would be $1,338,200, leaving a Federal con- 
tribution of $1,778,100. 

The project has had no action since the hearings in 1954. The most 
recent information from our field office indicates no particular change 
in the conditions or in the situation as it obtains today. Local inter- 
ests are still very definitely interested in the plan, but there has been 
no commitment with respect to local cooperation because of the con- 
flict bet ween the two views. 

That concludes, Mr. Chairman, my presentation. 
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Senator Hruska. What is the date of your latest report from the 
district office as to no changes having occurred in the conditions and 
circumstances of the site? 

Mr. Brennan. That is January 1956, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you very much. 

(A telegram received on this matter is as follows :) 


MILWAUKEE, Wis., July 24, 1956. 
Re: Omnibus bill on rivers and harbor for navigation, flood control, ete. 


Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Facts do not substantiate July 18 testimony of Corps of Engineers that im- 
provements to Port Washington Harbor would result in lower electric service rates 
to customers of Wisconsin Electric Power Co. Adoption of plan would tend to 
increase rates. Proposed plan would reduce efficiency of powerplant by recircu- 
lation of condensing water and thus require more coal per kilowatt hour. 

If this item in present form is to be further considered by your committee we 
would appreciate opportunity to enlarge upon arguments against approval of 
plan sponsored by Corps of Engineers. 

CORNELIUS T. YOUNG, 
Vice President, Wisconsin Electric Power Co. 


Senator Hruska. With reference to the upper Wabash River proj- 
ect there are statements here from Senators Homer Capehart and 
William Jenner which will be incorporated in the record at this 
point. 

( The statements referred to above follow :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE. 
Washington, D. C., Julu 9, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: I would like to call to your attention the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers report to your committee on June 14 of the Upper Wabash three-reservoir 
tlood-control project, in Indiana. (Titled: “Report No. 824.04, Wabash River and 
Tributaries, at and above the mouth of White River, Ind.’’) 

I would certainly appreciate your including House Document 435 (the Upper 
Wabash project) in the river and harbor bill when it comes over from the House 
side, 

Your favorable action on this request will be deeply appreciated. 

Regards. 

Sincerely, 
HoMER E. CApeHakr. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D.C. July 13, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: Attached is a statement which I would like to be made part of 
the record on hearings regarding the omnibus flood control bill, H. R. 12080, next 
Tuesday. 

Regards. 

Sincerely, 
Homer E. Capevanrr, 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR HOMER E. CAPENART IN SUPPORT OF THE UPPER WARASH 
THREE-RESERVOIR FLoop ConTROL Project 


I appreciate very much having this opportunity to submit my statement to 
the committee in support of the Upper Wabash three-reservoir flood control pro- 
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ject (Corps of Engineers Rept. No. 824.04, Wabash River and tributaries, at and 
above the mouth of White River, Ind.) 

I have been advised that this project was cleared on May 25 by the Bureau of 
the Budget and that the favorable report of the Corps of Engineers was received 
by this committee on June 14. The project now carries House Document 
No. 435. 

The report of the Corps of Engineers states that a system of three reservoirs 
comprises the most favorable plan for providing flood protection for the ex- 
tensive urban and farming areas along the Wabash River in the Logansport- 
Huntington reach, and that such a plan would provide substantial additional 
flood control benefits along the Wabash River below Logansport and, in lesser 
degree, along the Ohio River below Wabash River and along the Mississippi 
River below Ohio River. 

The elements of the plan are as follows: 

(a) Salamonie Reservoir, to be situated in Wabash and Huntington Coun- 
ties, Ind., would be formed by an earth dam located on Salamonie River 3.5 
miles above its mouth. It would control a drainage area of 552 square miles. 
The estimated first cost of Salamonie Reservoir is $12,610,000 at current prices. 

(b) Mississinewa Reservoir, to be situated in Miami, Wabash, and Grant 
Counties, Ind., would be formed by an earth dam located on Mississinewa River 
7.1 miles above its mouth. It would control a drainage area of 801 square miles. 
The estimated first cost of Mississinewa Reservoir is $17,990,000 at current 
prices. 

(c) Huntington Reservoir, to be situated in Huntington and Wells Counties, 
Ind., would be formed by a dam located on Wabash River above Huntington, 
Ind. The structure would consist of an earth embankment with gated concrete 
spillway section, and would control a drainage area of 708 square miles. The 
estimated first cost of Huntington Reservoir is $11,835,000 at current prices. 

Functioning as a system, the proposed reservoirs would effect reductions in 
flood crest stages of such great floods as those experienced in this area in 1913, 
1948, and 1950 that went up as high as 9 feet. 

I sincerely believe that this is an exceptionally necessary project and hope 
that this committee will see fit to act favorably on the inclusion of this project 
in the omnibus flood control bill, H. R. 12080. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEF ON THE JUDICIARY, 
July 12, 1950. 
Re upper Wabash River project, Indiana. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR: I should like to express to you my interest in the upper 
Wabash River project which was included in the survey report sent to the 
Congress June 14, 1956. I understand the projects. recommended in this report 
did not reach the House committee in time to include them in the omnibus public 
works bill which has been reported, though I do understand that an amendment 
will be offered on the House floor to include it. 

If it is not included in the bill when it reaches the Senate committee, I would 
appreciate your consideration to favorably consider this project when your 
committee acts, as it is of vital importance in the event of flood to many 
Indiana communities along this river. 

Thank you for your consideration in this instance, and my kindest regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM E. JENNER. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WILLIAM E. JENNER 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
you have given me to come and speak on behalf of the flood control project 
known as the upper Wabash River in Indiana. 

The survey report sent to the Congress has approved this project which 
affects industrialized urban areas located along major streams and large 
areas of rich farmland interspersed with small rural communities. The larger 
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cities on or near the main stem of the Wabash River are Vincennes, Terre Haute, 
Lafayette, Logansport, Peru, Wabash, and Huntington, all in Indiana. 

I recommend committee consideration to include this project as submitted in 
the survey report in the omnibus public works bill which is now under consider- 
ation by the committee. 


WABASH RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES AT AND ABOVE WHITE River, IND. 


(Interim report) 


Location.—Wabash River rises near Celina, Ohio, flows northwesterly 67 
miles to Huntington, Ind., thence southwesterly 312 miles to the contluence with 
White River, its principal tributary, and continues southwesterly to the Ohio 
River. It drains 33,100 square miles in Ohio, Indiana, and Lilinois, of which 
16,440 lie above White River. 

Report authorized by—House Committee on Flood Control resolution, May 
23, 1946; Senate Committee on Public Works resolution, May 9, 1949. 

Ezisting projects.—Provides for 23 local flood protection projects and 1 reser- 
voir in area above White River. The Delphi, Lyford, Gill Township, and 
Brevoort local projects are either complete or essentially complete. One is 
under construction at Vincennes and preconstruction planning has been initi- 
ated for the Niblack project. Of the remaining 17 local protection projects, 3 
Logansport, Peru, and Wabash—are in the Logansport-Huntington reach of the 
Wabash River, the area of principal concern in the interim report. Precon- 
struction planning is in progress for Mansfield Reservoir on tributary Raccoon 
Creek. 

Plan of recommended improvement.—Provides for three flood-control reser- 
voirs—Mississinewa at mile 7.1 Mississinewa River, Salamonie at mile 3.5 Sala- 
monie River, and Huntington at mile 411.4 Wabash River. Gross capacities are 
365,490, 238,700, and 154,170 acre-feet, respectively. The total drainage areas 
controlled will be 2,061 square miles. 


Estimated cost 





Federal | Non-Federal | Total 


Project document (1954) ____- Se teres | $42, 010, 000 $425,000 | $42, 435, 000 
Crpwens (Somueny 100) 5 5.2. onc. 5 sc.. 45, 463, 000 460, 000 1 45, 923, 000 


1 Mississinewa, $19,469,000; Salamonie, $13,646,000; Huntington, $12,808,000. 


Local cooperation.—Provide 1 percent of the first cost of the improvements, 
currently estimated at $460,000. 


Project economics 


| | 
| Project doc- | Current 
ument 


Annual charges 1, 630, 000 | 


$1, 764, 000 


Annual benefits: 
memes Of Goad Games ios ooo. sh wae eS adie : 2, 165, 000 | 2, 381, 500 
Higher land use_- - - -- , | 45, 700 | 


i cine noe es. Sn roe TER rh ee nee ; 


Benefit-cost ratio 


Senator Hruska. I have a statement from Congressman John V. 
Beamer, of Indiana, with reference to the Wabash River flood control. 
(The statement follows :) 





366 RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 16, 1956. 


Mr. Chairman, the three-reservoir plan for the upper Wabash River flood 
control is of special interest to 5 of the 10 counties in the Fifth Indiana District 
(Jay, Blackford, Grant, Huntington, and Wabash) ; to 3 counties in the Fourth 
Indiana District (Wells, Allen, and Whitley) ; and to Cass County in the Secon 
Indiana District. 

In accordance with a resolution adopted by the House of Representatives, 
May 23, 1946, 73d Congress, 1st session, relative to flood protection at or near 
Logansport, Ind., the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, made extensive 
studies and surveys of the Wabash River and its tributaries. 

Their report has been filed but I include a copy of their interim and final rec- 
ommendations in order that this portion of the record may be complete. 

I also include an article by Mr. Robert Kellum, executive secretary, Indiana 
Flood Control and Water Resources Commission which appeared in the July 15, 
1956, issue of the Indiana Farmers Guide. 

The various approvals prior to presentation to the Congress have been secured. 
These include apprevals by the Governors of Indiana and Illinois; the Indiana 
Flood Control and Water Resources Commission ; the United States Departments 
of Defense, Agriculture, Commerce and Interior, and the Bureau of the Budget. 
The Indiana State Legislature gave its approval in the 1955 session with an 
appropriation authorization of $50,000 as that State’s estimated share of a total 
of $425,000. 

This flood control program has been referred to the Agricultural Conservation 
Service of the United States Department of Agriculture for its consideration of 
the flood control with a series of small dams on the watershed program. For 
numerous reasons, some of which are explained in Mr. Kellum’s article, this 
proposal was not considered feasible by that agency. 


JOHN V. BEAMER, Member of Congress. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., May 1, 1956. 
Subject: Wabash River and tributaries, at and above the mouth of White River. 
Ind. 
To: The Secretary of the Army. 


1. I submit herewith for transmission to Congress the interim report of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in partial response to resolution of 
the Committee on Public Works of the United States Senate, adopted May 9%, 
1949, requesting the Board to review the report published in House Document 
100, 73d Congress, 1st session, and subsequent reports on Wabash River and 
tributaries, Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois, with a view to determining whether im- 
provement of the Wabash River and tributaries at and above the mouth of White 
River, Ind., in the interest of flood control and allied purposes is advisable at this 
time ; and in complete response to the following resolution of the Committee on 
Flood Control of the House of Representatives, adopted May 23, 1946, request- 
ing the Board to review the recommendations contained in House Document 
100, 73d Congress, 1st session, relative to flood protection at or near Logansport, 
Ind., with a view to providing protection in that locality by headwater reservoirs 
or other means. This report is primarily concerned with flood protection for the 
urban and rural areas along the reach of Wabash River extending from the 
downstream limits of Logansport, Ind., mile 352, to Huntington, Ind., mile 408. 

2. After full consideration of the reports secured from the district and divi- 
sion engineers, the Board recommends the improvement of Wabash River and trib- 
utaries, Indiana, for flood control and allied purposes by the construction of 
Salamonie Dam and Reservoir at mile 3.5 on the Salamonie River, Mississinewa 
Dam and Reservoir at mile 7.1 on the Mississinewa River, and Huntington Dam 
and Reservoir at mile 411.4 on the Wabash River; generally in accordance with 
the plans of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the 
discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the 
United States of $42,010,000 for construction and $105,000 annually for mainte- 
nance and operation ; provided local interests furnish assurances satisfactory to 
the Secretary of the Army that they will contribute in cash 1 percent of the first 
cost of the improvements, a contribution currently estimated at $425,000, and 
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provided further that any one of the improvements may be undertaken inde- 
pendently of the others whenever funds for that purpose are available and the 
prescribed local cooperation for that reservoir has been provided. The Board 
further recommends that the presently authorized local protection projects for 
Logansport, Peru, and Wabash, Ind., at a currently estimated Federal first cost of 
$9,572,000, be abrogated upon authorization of the improvements recommended 
herein. 

3. After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views and recom- 
mendations of the Board. 

S. D. Srureis, Jr., 
Lieutenant General, U.S. A,, 
Chief of Engineers. 


Senator Hruska. We will now hear the engineers on the Wabash 
River, in Indiana, 
General IrscHner. Mr. Weinkauff. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY WEINKAUFF, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Werxkavurr. Mr. Chairman, this report was authorized by 
resolution adopted May 23, 1946, by the House Committee on F lood 
Control, and a resolution adopted May 9, 1949, by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Public Works. The authorization for this study is limited 
to the Wabash River above White River. 

Senator Hruska. Will you indicate it on the inset map, please ? 

Mr. Wertnxavrr. Yes, sir. 

However, the particular report—this is an interim report and it is 
primarily concerned with the alleviation of flooding of urban and rural 
areas along the reach extending from mile 352 at Logansport to Hunt- 
ington, mile 408. 

The basin consists of industrialized urban areas and large areas 
of rich farmland, interspersed with farm communities. The ‘Wabash 
River is subject to frequent and destructive floods. Fifteen major 
floods have occurred since 1875. I might point out that one of the 
characteristics of the Wabash River Valley is its wide, flat plain. 

Some damage from flooding in various parts of the basin occurs 
almost every year, and sometimes several times each year. 

Recurrence of the 1913 flood, which was the maximum of record, 
would cause damage of approximately $30 million above the White 
River, of which $20 million would be in the reach from Logansport 
to Huntington. Loss of life also occurred during two recent floods in 
1943 and 1950. 

There are three federally authorized but not started local protection 
projects for Logansport, Peru, and Wabash. The Chief of Engineers 
considered various solutions to this problem, reservoirs, combinations 
of local protection projects with reservoirs, and finally came up with 
the plan which he recommends, which is three reservoirs: Missis- 
sinewa Salamonie and Huntington. 

The gross storage capacity of the three reservoirs is 758,000 acre- 
feet. The total cost on a present-price basis is $45,923,000, of which 
_ $460,000 is a non-Federal cash contribution for land enhancement. 
The annual charges are $1,764,000, and the annual benefits $2,431,800. 
The benefit-cost ratio is 1.4. 

The Chief of Engineers also recommends abrogation of the author- 
ized but not started local protection projects for Logansport, Peru, 
and Wabash which on a present-price basis are estimated to cost 
approximately $10 million. 
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Senator Hruska. For the three of them? 
Mr. Wernkaurr. Yes, sir; for the three. 
The Bureau of the Budget offers no objection to this project. 

The other Federal agencies, while submitting some detailed com- 
ments, did not object to the plan as a whole. The State of Indiana 
fully endorses the plan. 

Senator Hruska. Is it necessary for reference to Ohio, to the State 
of Ohio for comment? 

Mr. Wernkavrr. No, sir. Merely the State of Indiana. 

Senator Hruska. I notice the watershed in the map above laps over 
into Ohio? 

Mr. Wernkavrr. Yes, sir; in the upper edge it does. However, the 
control is below, and consequently it was not necessary to refer it to 
the State of Ohio. 

That completes my formal statement, sir, unless you have any 
questions. 

Senator Hruska. Then this is an instance where the Chief of Engi- 
neers’ report has been completed and submitted and the Bureau of the 
Budget has approved ¢ 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Yes, sir; and it has been transmitted to the 
Congress. 

Senator Kerr (presiding). We have now §S. 1568 and H. R. 7596, 
dealing with disposal of federally owned property at obsolescent 
canalized waterways. 

I would like to put in the record a statement by Senator Earle 
Clements, together with a suggested amendment, and put the language 
of the bill itself in. 

(The documents referred to above follow :) 


* 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
June 25, 1956. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Flood Control— 
Rivers and Harbors, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Bos: Your subcommittee has before it two bills—one, S. 1568 introduced 
by Mr. Chavez by request and the other, H. R. 7596, both dealing with the dis- 
posal of certain federally owned property at obsolescent canalized waterways. 
H. R. 7596 was identical to S. 1568 but it passed the House with several amend- 
ments on January 16 this year. 

Two of the waterways with which the bill deals are located in Kentucky. 
The first is the Big Sandy and the bill as passed by the House would permit 
the disposal of the five locks and dams on this waterway, while the second deals 
with the Rough River and would permit the disposing of the obsolescent lock 
and dam on this waterway. At the present time, studies are authorized on 
both rivers to ascertain whether or not improvement in navigation is feasible. 
The Big Sandy survey will be completed in the coming fiscal year. The Rough 
River study has yet to be initiated. There is considereable concern by the users 
of these waterways that the disposal might interfere with some plan of de- 
velopment. Consequently, should the committee consider action upon the bill, 
it would be appreciated if the following amendment could be made: 

In section 1 after the words “(5 locks and dams)” strike out the period and 
add the following: 

“Provided, That the provisions of this section shall not be effective with re- 
spect to the Big Sandy River, Kentucky, and the Rough River, Kentucky, pend- 
ing and until a determination has been made by the Secretary of the Army that 
the project structures and appurtenances including real property will not be 
required in connection with any improvements for navigation or other allied 
purposes under consideration in surveys of the Big Sandy River and Rough 
River now authorized.” 
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In connection with lock and dam No. 3 of the Big Sandy River, a further 
amendment to the bill, in my judgment, is not only desirable but justifiable 
should the committee consider favorably reporting the measure. This dam has 
not been in operation for about 12 years. Originally constructed by the Corps 
of Engineers as a portion of a Federal navigation project for the Big Sandy, 
when its operation and maintenance was discontinued the pool formed by this 
movable dam was no longer maintained. As a result, the water supply for the 
city of Louisa, the county seat of Lawrence County in the State of Kentucky, is 
extremely restricted, particularly in summer months. Not only has the lack 
of an adequate water supply sharply curtailed existing industry, but has 
thwarted the commercial growth and expansion of this community which, un 
fortunately, is in an economically distressed area. 

I am advised that a somewhat similar situation existed on the Muskingum 
River in Ohio in the year 1952 when the civil functions appropriation bill was 
approved, July 11, 1952, providing $250,000 for the purpose of the repair of lock 
and dam No. 10 on the Muskingum River at Zanesville, Ohio, contingent upon 
local interests supplying the remaining funds needed to repair the dam and upon 
their agreement to take over operation and maintenance of lock and dam No. 10 
in the future. In order to protect the public water supply of the community of 
Louisa, as provided by dam No. 3 on the Big Sandy, I think that adequate legis- 
lative precedent exists for including in the bill the following amendment : 

Following section 2 insert the following : 

“Provided, That in lieu of preparing dam numbered 3 on the Big Sandy River 
for abandoning such funds may be expended for modification of the lock and 
restoration for said dam either as a movable or fixed type dam but not to exceed 
$50,000, contingent upon local interests furnishing such additional funds as may 
be necessary and agreeing to accept the property and take over operation and 
maintenance of the said structure.” 

In this connection, I am enclosing a copy of a letter from Major General 
Itschner, showing the status of the facilities discussed. Your favorable con- 
sideration of these suggestions would be appreciated. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
EARLE C. CLEMENTS. 


AMENDMENTS SUGGESTED BY SENATOR CLEMENTS TO S. 1568 or H. R. 7956 


Following section 2 insert the following: 

“Provided, That in lieu of preparing dam numbered 3 on the Big Sandy River 
for abandoning such funds may be expended for modification of the lock and 
restoration for said dam either as a movable or fixed type dam but not to 
exceed $50,000, contingent upon local interests furnishing such additional funds 
as may be necessary and agreeing to accept the property and take over operation 
and maintenance of the said structure.” 

In section 1, after the words “(5 locks and dams)’’, strike out the period and 
add the following: 

“Provided, That the provisions of this section shall not be effective with respect 
to the Big Sandy River, Kentucky, and the Rough River, Kentucky, pending and 
until a determination has been made by the Secretary of the Army that the 
project structures and appurtenances including real property will not be required 
in connection with any improvements for navigation or other allied purposes 
under consideration in surveys of the Big Sandy River and Rough River now 
authorized.” 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 


Washington, D. C., June 14, 1956. 
Hon. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR CLEMENTS: Reference is made to your letter dated May 5, 1956, 
pertaining to the repair of the dam on the Big Sandy River near Louisa, Ky. In 
my letter of May 9, 1956, it was stated that I would look into the matter and 
inform you. 

The structure referred to was constructed under the Federal navigation project 
for the Big Sandy River, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1880 and 
subsequent acts, to provide for slackwater navigation on this river and on Tug 
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and Louisa Forks. Lock and dam No. 3 at Louisa was completed in 1897 and 
operated for nearly 50 years. Commercial navigation gradually declined as 
timber reserves adjacent to the waterway were depleted, and since 1944 traffic 
on the river has not moved above lock and dam No. 2. The limited barge traffic 
now using this lower reach passes over dam No. 1 at times of high water. Inas- 
much as no traffic existed, operation of lock and dam No. 3 was discontinued in 
1944. 

While the importance of an adequate water supply for the city of Louisa is 
recognized, the Chief of Engineers is without the necessary authority to expend 
appropriations for maintenance of navigation projects for the purpose of operat- 
ing the dam at Louisa for water supply or other local purposes. It is estimated 
that about $50,000 would be required to repair and replace the needles in this 
movable dam and about $15,000 would need to be expended annually for operation 
and maintenance. 

In the absence of a requirement for operation of dam No. 3 for navigation, I 
have to inform you that appropriate authorization by Congress would be required 
to restore the structure for water supply purposes. 

I trust the foregoing information on the status of this waterway meets your 
present needs. Should you desire any further details regarding the Big Sandy 
River project, I will be pleased to furnish them upon your request. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, U. 8S. A.., 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 





(H. R. 7596, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To provide for the disposal of federally owned property at obsolescent canalized 
waterways, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, (a) whenever the Secretary of the Army, 
upon recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, determines that any of the 
foilowing listed Federal project structures and appurtenances, including real 
property acquired therefor, no longer economically serve the purpose for which 
they were constructed or acquired, such property may be disposed of in accord- 
ance with the provisions of existing law: Upper White River, Arkansas (three 
locks and dams): Big Sandy River, Kentucky (five locks and dams); Rough 
River, Kentucky (one lock and dam) ; Osage River, Missouri (one lock and dam) ; 
Muskingum River, Ohio (eleven locks and dams); Yamhill River, Oregon (one 
lock and dam); Congaree River, South Carolina (one lock and dam); Little 
Kanawha River, West Virginia (five locks and dams). 

(b) Tf any of the project structures and appurtenances (including real prop- 
erty) listed in subsection (a) will be rendered inoperable by flooding caused by 
current construction by the United States, disposal of such structures and appur- 
tenances under this Act shall be deferred so long as local interests defray the 
costs of maintenance and operation of such project structures and appurtenances 
(including real property) under arrangements satisfactory to the Secretary of 
the Army. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be expended from appropriations hereto- 
fore or hereafter made for civil functions administered by the Department of the 
Army, such funds as may be necessary to restore drainage and otherwise prepare 
the project structures for abandonment with a minimum of adverse effect on 
adjacent areas. 

Sec. 3. The Administrator of General Services is hereby authorized to transfer 
or to convey by quitclaim deed to local interests defraying the cost (in whole or 
in part) of maintaining and operating such project structures and appurtenances 
(including real property), States, political subdivisions thereof, adjacent prop- 
erty owners, or others, all or any part of the right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to such property upon such terms and conditions as the 
Administrator may determine to be in the public interest, after making allowance 
for any capital investment which local interests maintaining and operating such 
project structures and appurtenances (including real property) may have made, 
regardless of any other provision of law: Provided, however, That preference 
shall be given first, to local interests who, on the date of enactment of this Act, 
are defraying the cost (in whole or in part) of maintaining and operating such 
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project structures and appurtenances (including real property), and second to 
State or local governmental agencies, to acquire property not transferred to other 
Federal agencies. Providing that the provisions of this Act, relating to the 
Palestine Dam (lock and dam numbered 4) on the Little Kanawha River in West 
Virginia, be inoperative until such time as the Federal Government has reim- 
bursed the State of West Virginia through its Conservation Commission, the 
sum of $20,000 to cover the cost of damage to the State-owned fish hatchery near 


Palestine, which was damaged by the failure of the Government to keep the dam 
in proper repair. 


Passed the House of Representatives January 16, 1956. 
Attest : 


RALPH R. Roserts, 
Clerk. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK HELLER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


_ Mr. Herier. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the bill, H. R. 7596, 
is to authorize the disposal of the federally owned property in this 
group of waterways which comprises 28 locks and low-head dams that 
are no longer operated and maintained by the United States. The 
structures were built many years ago and no longer serve the purpose 
of commercial navigation. Inasmuch as these properties are still 
part of authorized Federal projects it is considered that they cannot 
properly be transferred to others or declared excess without authoriza- 
tion from Congress. | 

The Department recommended to Congress enactment of the legis- 
lation introduced as S. 1568. The bill as passed by the House em- 
bodies the provisions of S. 1568 and certain amendments adopted by 
the House to insure protection of local interests which are defraying 
the cost of operating and maintaining some of these structures. 

The Chief of Engineers has no objections to those amendments. 

One provision has been added to the bill, however, that would 
require payment of $20,000 to the State of West Virginia to cover the 
cost of damage to the State-owned fish hatchery. The hatchery lo- 
cated above the dam was damaged by loss of the pool and slippage of 
the river bank at the time the dam was breached due to lack of repair 
of this obsolescent structure. 

It is considered that the United States is not legally liable for such 
damage and payment therefor may establish a precedent for payment 
of undetermined amounts in similar cases in the future. 

Senator Kerr. The Army is opposed to that / 

Mr. Hexuer. In those cases, Mr. Chairman, it is left to the deter- 
mination of Congress. We neither oppose it nor recommend it. 

Senator Kerr. You call attention to the significance of it as setting 
a precedent. Let me say that I am neither for nor against but I 
personally would like to know how the Army feels. If it feels it 
would be an unwise precedent I would like to have them say so. 

Mr. Heuter. It could result in other claims for payments coming to 
Congress, which would require authorization because of the fact that 
we are not legally obligated to pay such claims. They would require 
specific authorization by Congress for payment. 

Senator Kerr. You think it is a debt the Government does not owe? 

Mr. Heuer. We consider that the Government is not obligated to 
pay for this damage. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any questions on that / 

Senator Hruska. [have none. 
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Senator Kerr. We have a letter from Senator Earle Clements ask- 
ing us to consider inclusion of an amendment which would implement 
S. 3791. 

Are you familiar with that, General Itschner ? 

General IrscHNner. Not by that number. 

Senator Kerr. I believe that such a provision is in the House bill 
at section 205. 

(The document referred to above follows :) 


[S. 3791, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for a more comprehensive development and utilization of natural 
water resources in plans and construction of reservoir projects 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Congress hereby recog- 
nizes that the shortage of water in streams during periods of low flow limits 
the economic usefulness of those streams; that with the expanding population 
and new uses and great demands for water it is in the best interests of national 
security and general welfare that provision be made to increase low stream 
flows. 

Sec. 2. In prosecuting plans and projects for flood control, navigation, and 
other allied purposes heretofore and hereafter authorized, storage may be in- 
cluded in any reservoir project to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers 
without reimbursement to increase low flows downstream to the extent warranted 
at that time or anticipated to be warranted during the economic life of the 
project, by areawide, general, and nonexclusive benefits from such increase in low 
flows. 

UNITED STates SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
June 27, 1956. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers 
and Harbors, Washinaton, D. C. 


DeaR Bos: When your subcommittee meets to formulate the omnibus rivers 
and harbors legislation, I would appreciate it very much if you would give 
careful consideration to the inclusion of a provision which would accomplish 
the objectives sought by my bill, S. 3791. 

In this connection, I submit my statement of my reasons for believing that 
this legislation is so essential at this time. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 


EARLE C. CLEMENTS. 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS IN Support oF S. 3791 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before you today in support of my bill S. 3791 to provide for a more 
comprehensive development and utilization of natural water resources in the 
planning and construction of reservoir projects. 

My studies of the many water problems confronting us indicate to me that the 
future economic capacities and greatness of this country may depend, in con: 
siderable measure, on how well we manage our water resources. 

Our present Federal water policies have been developed over the years to meet 
the needs of a growing nation. In fact, Federal participation in the development 
and use of the Nation’s water resources has been evolving for the past 150 years. 
In the early part of the 19th century when the needs for transportation were 
dominant, canal building and river and harbor improvements took precedence. 
A century or so later, with the westward movement of settlers into the arid re- 
gions, irrigation became of increasing importance. Later, thickening settlement 
and concentrated use of river plains brought flood control to the fore Also, 
development of the electric power industry focused attention on the hydroelectric 
possibilities of the Nation’s streams. Recently the increasing demand for water 
supply, coupled with repeated droughts, has become a cause of major concern and 
has emphasized the need for the most efficient use of all water. 
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Because we in the United States were particularly blessed with an initial 
abundance of fresh water, we can only blame ourselves for the lack of foresight 
which now forces us to face up to an impending water shortage. We must turn 
attention and take more positive action toward elimination of water waste 
through uncontrolled tloods, lack of proper conservation practices and stream 
pollution. My proposal is directed to strengthening existing law and to supple 
menting other pending legislation to provide authority for this positive action. 

Today, in more and more places throughout the country, the increasing 
demands for water are already overtaxing or are approaching the limits of 
readily available water supply. In such situations conservtion of available water 
is essentil for supporting a continuing expanding economy. 

Gen. S. D. Sturgis, Jr., the Chief of Engineers, has warned that “the most criti- 
cal single future water resources problem facing the Nation is that of providing 
an assured adequate supply of water for future domestic, indstrial, and other 
needs.” It is recognized that the Federal Government is already rendering 
important cooperative services in the field of water supply and that many reser- 
voirs constructed by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation are 
now providing water supply generally in accordance with specific requests based 
on present needs of local interests. However, the services now rendered are 
generally incidental to some other primary uses of the reservoirs. 

I maintain that present policy, which prevents the Corps of Engineers from 
including additional storage in its upstream flood control reservoirs without 
remuneration from local interests for the additional cost, is actually prohibiting 
full and feasible development of our water resources In many instances, the 
benefits to be derived from additional storage for downstream users are wide- 
spread and of national significance. 

Fortunately, water used for municipal and industrial purposes, if properly 
treated, can be used over and over again. Only 5 or 10 percent of a supply is 
consumed, the remainder being discharged in the stream for use again. 

The reservoirs of the future should be scientifically planned and designed to 
include appropriate provisions for storage for future water supply needs. My 
bill will provide this necessary authority. S. 3791 states in the declaration that 
the Congress recognizes that the shortage of water in streams during periods of 
low flow limits the economic usefulness of those streams ; that with the expanding 
population and new uses and great demands for water it is in the best interests 
of natinal security and general welfare that provision be made to increase low 
streamflows. In this connection, the United States Department of Commerce 
has very recently issued some interesting facts relating to public water supplies 
in the United States together with projections for 1975. 

In brief summary, our present population is about 165 million, of which 126 
million live in communities. About 111 million are served by public water sup- 
plies from which the daily average of water furnished amounts to 17 billion 
gallons or 150 gallons per capita. 

In 1975, our population residing in the United States is conservatively esti- 
mated to approach 207 million. Community population is estimated to then be 
163 million, of which 149 million would be served by public water supplies, from 
which a daily average of about 30 billion gallons would be furnished. This would 
amount to 200 gallons per capita, the increase over use today resulting from esti- 
mated additional water uses in the home, office, or industry. So the projected 
picture as related to our public water supplies is an increased need of 13 billion 
callons in 20 years or more than 75 percent of present use. 

Corresponding needs for rural, direct industrial, and irrigation water added to 
the needs for public water supply make a total estimated need in 1975 of 453 
billion gallons per day as compared with 1955 estimated use of 262 billion gallons. 

The annual rainfall and usable ground water supply are adequate in most sec- 
tions of the country to meet these growing needs and provide for continued future 
expanded use, provided we act today to hold and conserve the excess rainfall and 
tiood flows for use during periods of low flow or drought. 

It may be of value to look back for a moment to the situation faced by the 68 
percent of the people of this country served by public water supplies in 1953, a 
year of unusually low streamflow in many parts of the United States. The 
United States Geological Survey, in its Report on Public Water-Supply Shortages, 
19535, stated that about 25 out of every 100 persons served by public water supply 
systems had their use of water curtailed sometime between January 1 and Sep- 
tember 30, 1953. During that period, 1,072 public water supply systems serving 
24 million customers restricted the use of water. Shortages were reported in 
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45 States. Small towns short of water were more numerous than large cities, 
but a greater percentage of the cities were involved. Of the 1,072 municipalities 
reporting water shortages, 51 percent attributed the conditions to population 
growth and increased seasonal use; about 1 percent to an increase in industrial 
use ; 34 percent to supply failure; and 14 percent to a combination of the above 
reasons. 

In 1955, conditions over the Nation were not as critical. Yet, last year there 
were approximately 66 water shortage areas, affecting a total of about 18 million 
persons as well as associated industrial and commercial activities. 

If water shortages were classed as critical the past few years, what will they 
be like in 1975, under conditions nearly twice the 1953 use? 

It is important to mention in this connection, that the 1953 situation, for ex- 
ample, would have been more serious had it not been for the Army engineers dams. 
I would like to quote portions of a fact sheet issued by the Department of 
Defense, October 30, 1953, containing information to show the part played by the 
partially completed chain of Corps of Engineers dams aiong the Mississippi- 
Missouri-Ohio River system and in the Southwest in providing waterflow in 
times of drought, such as that of 1953. 

“At the present time, according to Maj. Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis, Jr., Chief of 
Army Engineers, the flood control and navigation dams are providing from 
75 to 90 percent of the flows in various reaches of the three rivers. They also 
were responsible for helping Southwestern communities and industries to meet 
critical shortages which in some instances resulted in rationing for home use. 

“Water supplies also have been continued for many communities along the 
6,000-mile stretch of the Mississippi-Missouri-Ohio River system, eliminating 
potential stream pollution problems due to accumulations of sewage and indus- 
trial waste. 

“In the 1953 drought, situations were as follows in various key areas: 

* * * ~ * * * 


“In the highly industrialized Ohio River Valley, water releases from nine 
Corps of Engineers reservoirs have contributed measurably toward keeping 
coal moving and the steel mills producing. 

“For example, 80 percent of the Mahoning River’s flow at Youngstown is cur- 
rently being maintained by water from the Corp’s Berlin and Mosquito Creek 
Reservoirs and the locally built Milton Reservoir. Warren, Ohio, an important 
steel center in the Mahoning River Basin, would be faced with crippling water 
shortage without the upstream reservoirs. 

* # * * * * * 

“Twelve communities in the Monongehela River Basin which rely on river 
water for domestic supply would be in serious straits were it not for the Army’s 
Tygard and Youghiogheny Reservoirs which are contributiong 90 percent of the 
river's flow. 

“At Pittsburgh, Pa., reservoir storage on the Allegheny and Monongahela was 
contributing one-third of the flow in the river from which that city gets its 
water supply. 

“Similar conditons prevailed at Wheeling, Cincinnati, and Cairo. At the 
latter city, near the mouth of the Ohio, the flow last week was 37,000 cubic 
feet, of which 20,000 was coming from reservoir storage. 

“In the Southwest (Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Missouri, and Arkansas), the 
worst drought in history cut stream flows and completely stopped them on 
several major rivers, causing ground water tables to fall and creating critical 
problems in city and industrial water supply, pollution, fish and wildlife survival 
and stock watering. 

“Water stored behind 27 Corps of Engineers multiple-purpose dams played a 
major part in helping to keep streams live and providing water for municipal 
and industrial use, in some areas where water was so scarce home use was 
rationed. Nine of thes dams were completed in the last 3 years, just in time 
to help out in the drought.” 

In the foregoing remarks, I have briefly touched upon our growing future 
water requirements for domestic and industrial use, the situation relating to 
water supplies during the drought of 1953, and some examples of the effect 
of the Corps of Engineers’ projects in alleviating or improving conditions through 
provision of increased low water flows in that year. But without minimizing 
the value of existing Corps of Engineers projects and the beneficial effects 
described above, I hasten to emphasize the absence of comprehensive water use 
planning relating to flood control, navigation, and multiple-purpose reservoirs 
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until legislation is enacted providing appropriate authority to the Corps of Engi- 
neers and other agencies to include water supply as a specific function in the 
planning, construction, and operation of their projects. 

Of first importance is comprehensive planning. Unfortunately, when the so- 
called 308 river basin surveys were authorized in 1927 for prosecution by the 
Corps of Engineers, no specific provision was made to include water supply. 
The effect of droughts and harmful low-water conditions was not fully realized 
at that time. But now we are confronted with a situation which is becoming 
more serious every summer. Unfortunately, shortages of municipal and indus- 
trial water were apparently not clearly recognized as of national concern by 
the new Hoover Commission or President Eisenhower's Advisory Committee on 
Water Policy. I maintain, however, that it is a national responsibility to deter- 
mine the extent an increase in low flows may be warranted during the economic 
life of a flood control or multiple-purpose project by the area-wide, general 
and nonexclusive benefits from such increase in low flows. 

At this point, I refer again to Tygart Reservoir in West Virginia as an example 
of the type of general or national! benefits from increase in low-water flows. 
Tygart River Dam was first authorized in 1984 as a public works project. It 
was later adopted by the River and Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935. Ap- 


vow, 


proximately 290,000 acre-feet of storage is provided ; 279,000 acre-feet in this is 
for flood prevention and 11,000 acre-feet is for permanent storage. The project 
also provides for low-water control by storing 100,000 acre-feet during the spring 
months for release during low rainfall periods to make up the deficiency in 
water in the Monongehela River. The division engineer, Ohio River Division, 
Corps of Engineers, has recently described the effect of Tygart Reservoir as 
follows: 

“Tygart Reservoir provides a water supply and pollution abatement service of 
widespread value. It contributes toward a lessening of hardness and acidity 
problems along the Monongehela River and to dilution of organic wastes and 
organic waste residuals at points of critical concentration along the Monongehela 
and Ohio Rivers, the lowermost of which is Cincinnati.” 

It is doubtless true that at the time Tygart Reservoir was planned, the above- 
mentioned general benefits were forseeable because of the existing industrial 
growth of the area. But 6 years ago, President Truman’s Water Resources 
Policy Commission, in reviewing existing Corps of Engineers projects, found 
that evaluated benefits of all types accruing from the Tygart Reservoir aggre- 
gated about $22,500,000 or 122 percent of the first cost of the project. The 
Commission further noted that the experienced benefit cost ratio was of the 
erder of 2.23 to 1.0 compared to the original estimate of 1.38 to 1.0. The benefits 
realized from pollution control and improvements of domestic and industrial 
water supplies were found to be much greater than originally anticipated. 

The above evaluation was made in 1950 and prior to the previously mentioned 
critical drought year of 1953. 

Tygart reservoir is cited as an asainiaia of widespread benefits from in- 
creasing low water flow. But the principal point I wish to make is that 10, 20, 
or 50 years hence there may be many areas that would receive similar benefits 
if we consider the growth of the country and the future needs for water. It is 
not only important that we do not fail to recognize future needs, but it is 
perhaps even more important that we do not permit inadequate structures to be 
planned and built, structures that may actually prevent maximum develop- 
ment of water resources. 

A further word as to cost sharing—there has been much talk of water supply 
being a local responsibility. To be sure, the supply of the normal and direct 
needs of a community is and should be its responsibility. But, it seems to 
me, there is also an area of contro! and responsibility that transcends local and 
State lines and the ability of these levels of government to meet effectively their 
needs. Flood control reservoirs are designed to prevent damage to com- 
munities composed of individuals and all types of businesses and industries 
that have located in the river valleys. These reservoirs might be looked upon 
as providing insurance that flood flows will be reduced or evened out and there- 
fore not cause excessive flood damage. May it not be equally important that 
the low water flows be evened out so they will not cause damage to the water 
supply of these same communities, individuals and industries or be a detriment 
to other uses of the stream? My point is that regulation of extreme high and 
extreme low fiows may be equally important to the area benefited. But we do 
not have the facts or studies upon which to base an evaluation. At present, the 
Federal Government can comprehensively plan and construct for the former 
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but not for the latter. Most fortunately the two programs incorporating the 
storage of water for flood prevention and increased low water flows go hand in 
hand. Likewise, the increase in low water flow for water supply in many 
instances would aid materially in meeting the requirements of navigation. 

So, I strongly urge that legislation be provided under which cost-benefit and 
cost-sharing studies could be made, giving weight to national, regional and 
local needs. If we are going to plan and construct properly for the future, some- 
one must take the lead. It is only where any and all of several needs can be 
met through cooperative action under Federal leadership that we can be 
assured of a balanced, effective, and truly comprehensive water conservation 
and development program. 


Los ANGELES, CALIPF., July 20, 1956. 
Hon. THomas H. KuCHEL, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Request your assistance in amending section 205 of H. R. 12080 so it will apply 
to dams heretofore constructed in Los Angales County by Corps of Engineers 
and thus provide for the conservation of floodwaters which would otherwise be 
carried to the ocean through concrete lined channels also constructed under the 
Federal flood control program. Section 205 now refers to “any reservoir to be 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers” which would appear to exclude such 
existing reservoirs as Whittier Narrows, Santa Fe, Hansen, and Lopez where 
temporary storage to build up low flows for conservation in this districts. Spread- 
ing grounds below is vital if wastage of floodwaters is to be avoided in this area 
of water scarcity. Such wastage must be prevented. Your efforts in this 
regard will be greatly appreciated. 

H. E. Hepcer, 
Chief Engineer, 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District. 


Senator Kerr. Does the Army have objection to this? 

General IrscHnER. We have never commented on it officially. We 
have not had this bill for comment. During the hearings in the House 
we did not testify on it. 

Senator Kerr. Does the Army have a position on it ¢ 

General Irscuner. We don’t have a position on it, sir, at this time. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if it would be poasinte for the Secretar y to 
get us an indication of it in the next 2 or 3 days? 


General Irscunrer. Yes, sir. We shall get you a position on the 
bill. 


(The information requested is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 


Washington, D. C. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 3791, 84th Congress, a bill “to provide 
for a more comprehensive development and utilization of natural water resources 
in plans and construction of reservoir projects.” 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill, the 
purpose of which is to permit the inclusion of storage without reimbursement 
in any Corps of Engineers reservoir project, heretofore or hereafter authorized, 
to increase low flows downstream to the extent warranted at that time or antici- 
pated to be warranted during the economic life of the project, by areawide, 
general, and nonexclusive benefits from such increase in low flows. 

As stated in letter from this Department dated February 2, 1956, furnishing 
comments on 8. 2374, 84th Congress, a bill “to authorize the Secretary of the 
Army to enter into contracts to furnish water for municipal water supplies from 
flood control and river and harbor projects,” the Department of the Army is in 
complete accord with the objectives of that bill. However, certain modifica- 
tions were suggested in that letter, and a proposed substitute bill was enclosed 
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which would provide broad policy guidance and authority to modify project 
structures to include provision for water supply as well as authority to contract 
to furnish water-supply services. Neither S. 2374 nor the proposed substitute 
bill would provide authority to include water-supply storage in reservoir projects 
without reimbursement on the basis of areawide, general, and nonexclusive 
benefits resulting from increases in low flows as contemplated by S. 3791. 

Section 1 of the Department of the Army’s proposed substitute bill to S. 2374 
referred to above states that it is declared to be the policy of the Congress 
to recognize the primary responsibilities of the States and local interests in 
developing water supplies for domestic, municipal, industrial, and other purposes 
and that the Federal Government should participate and cooperate with States 
and local interests in developing such water supplies in connection with the 
construction, maintenance, and operation of Federal navigation, flood control, 
or multiple-purpose projects. The proposed substitute bill provides that before 
construction of any authorized reservoir project including water-supply provi- 
sions is initiated, or the plans or operation of any existing project are modified 
in the interest of water supply, State or local interests must agree to pay the 
costs allocated to water supply. 

The authority to provide storage in Corps of Engineers’ reservoir projects 
without reimbursement to increase low flows downstream to the extent war- 
ranted by areawide, general, and nonexclusive benefits as contemplated by 8. 3791 
would constitute an exception to the present general policy and provisions for 
reimbursement set forth in the Department of the Army’s proposed substitute 
bill to S. 2374 referred to above. Furthermore, the President's Advisory Com- 
mittee on Water Resources Policy has studied this problem and has emphasized 
the desirability of repayment by water users. While the Department of the 
Army recognizes the desirability of providing for low-flow regulation, and the 
difficulty of identifying beneficiaries and assessing costs for such benefits, it is 
suggested that the committee may wish to consider this legislation in the light 
of the recommendations of the President’s Advisory Committee on Water Re- 
sources Policy. Assumption of low-flow regulation generally as a Federal 
responsibility represents an important extension of the Federal] interest in water- 
resources development, which is, of course, a matter for consideration and 
decision by the Congress and the President. 

Inasmuch as the committee has requested that the report be expedited, it is 
submitted without a determination by the Bureau of the Budget as to whether 
or not it conforms to the program of the President. As soon as such advice is 
received it will be forwarded to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


Acting Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Kerr. You are familiar with S, 4206, by Senators Kerr 
and Monroney. I believe the purposes generally of that have been 
approved both by the Army and the Bureau of the Budget in com- 
munications heretofore sent. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, with one exception, on page 4, line 20. 
The Army and the Budget recommended that a 15 percent limitation 
be applied rather than 50 percent. 

Senator Kerr. Your report on the projects in southeastern Okla- 
homa showed substantially more than 15 percent available from munic- 
ipal water supplies. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. That is a specific project of course. 
This is general legislation. 

Senator Kerr. This doesn’t say that the cost of such provision for 
future water supply shall be as much as 50 percent. It just says it shall 
not be more than. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Would you be able to indicate whether or not a larger 
figure than 15 percent, in view of the fact that it is a negative and not 
a positive provision, would be contemplated favorably ? 

81980—56——25 
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General Irscuner. We have discussed that figure with the Bu- 
reau of the Budget and as a result of that discussion we came up with 
the 15 percent figure. We had considered a slightly larger amount 
being proper. But it is a matter of judgment as to what should be 
given as the upper limit. It was finally concluded that 15 percent 
would give us enough latitude to cover most of the projects. If it 
didn’t we would then have to request a larger amount in specific legis- 
lation at the time of authorization of the project. 

Senator Kerr. There are a number of reports by the Chief of En- 
gineers, approved by the Review Board, which give acceptance or 
approval of figures a good deal higher than 1! 5 percent. 

General Irscrner. The Millwood report is the one which comes to 
mind. There may be others, but very few I believe. The Russian 
River report in California is another ex: imple. 

Senator Kerr. Do you recall the percentage there ? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Brennan said it is about one-third. That 
would be 3314 percent. 

Senator Hre skA. Would 15 percent be ample for most of the cases ? 

General Irscuner. It certainly would be ample for most of the 
cases. It would not cover all of them. 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

(The bill referred to above is as follows :) 


[S. 4206, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for Federal participation and cooperation with States and local 
interests in developing water supplies for domestic, municipal, industrial, and other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That it is hereby declared to be the policy of 
the Congress to recognize the primary responsibilities of the States and local 
interests in developing water supplies for domestic, municipal, industrial, and 
other purposes and that the Federal Government should participate and cooperate 
with States and local interests in developing such water supplies in connection 
with the construction, maintenance, and operation of Federal navigation, flood 
control or multiple purpose projects. 

Sec. 2. In carrying out any authorized navigation or flood control survey, or 
review investigation, involving improvements which may be useful in develop- 
ing water supplies, the Corps of Engineers shall consult with the State or States 
affected and the United States Public Health Service, Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, with a view to including in the reports thereon submitted 
to Congress, plans for the development of water supplies for domestic, municipal, 
industrial, and other purposes, and such reports shall include the views and 
recommendations of the States and the United States Public Health Service on 
the plans for water supply. Features for providing water supply storage capacity, 
facilities, or services may be included in any navigation, flood control, or multiple 
purpose project recommended for construction by the Corps of Engineers, subject 
to the following provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 3. Before construction of any project including water supply provisions is 
completed, State or local interests shall agree to pay the costs allocated to water 
supply. Such costs shall be determined by the Chief of Engineers in such man- 
ner that all authorized purposes served by the project shall share equitably in the 
benefits of multjple-purpose construction. The schedule of payments by States 
or local interests of such costs may provide either for paying the share of the 
construction expenditures during construction of the project, plus annual pay- 
ments for operation, maintenance, and replacement costs as incurred; or for equal 
annual payments for the construction costs, and interest on the unpaid balance, 
plus annual payments for operation, maintenance, and replacement costs as in- 
curred: Provided, That the entire amount of the construction costs, including 
interest during construction, allocated to water supply shall be repaid within 
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the economic life of the project, but in no event to exceed fifty years after the 
project is first available for the storage of water for any purpose. The interest 
rate used for purposes of computing interest during construction and interest on 
the unpaid balance shall be determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, as of the 
beginning of the fiscal year in which construction is initiated, on the basis of the 
computed average interest rate payable by the Treasury upon its outstanding 
marketable public obligations, which are neither due nor callable for redemption 
for fifteen years from date of issue. 

Sec. 4. The plans for any authorized navigation, flood control, or multiple pur 
pose project on which construction has not been initiated, or any existing project, 
may be modified or its operation changed by the Secretary of the Army to provide 
additional storage capacity, facilities, or services for water supply as he considers 
reasonable: Provided, That before construction is completed, or in the case of 
projects under construction or completed, before changes for the benefit of water 
supply are made in the project, or before operation is modified in the interest of 
water supply, State or local interests shall agree to pay the costs allocated 
thereto as provided in section 3 of this Act: Provided further, That such modifi 
cations which would seriously affect the purposes for which the project was au- 
thorized or constructed or which involve major structural or operational changes 
shall be made only upon the specific authority of Congress. 

Sec. 5. The plans for any authorized navigation, flood control or multiple pur- 
pose project on which construction has not been initiated may be modified to 
include provisions for future water supply when directed by resolution by the 
Public Works Committee of the Senate or of the House of Representatives, or 
when approved by the Secretary of the Army upon recommendation of the Chief 
of Engineers: Provided, That the cost of such provisions for future water supply 
shall not be more than 50 per centum of the total estimated cost of the project 
and reasonable assurance is given by States or local interests that the use of the 
future water supply provided for will begin within not more than ten years after 
the time the project is first available for the storage of water for water supply 
purposes, and that necessary water rights for such use have been or can be ob- 
tained: Provided further, That States or local interests indicate a willingness to 
pay for such water supply in accordance with section 3 above, beginning when the 
water supply is used, and costs allocated to water supply shall be repaid within 
the economic life of the project, but not to exceed fifty years after the time the 
project is first available for the storage of water for water supply purposes: And 
provided further, That in arriving at the costs to be repaid, the interest charges 
on the initial cost of provisions for future water supply during the period until 
the water supply storage is used will not be included, but in no case will the 
interest-free period exceed ten years. 

Sec. 6. Responsibility for complying with any applicable State law relating to 
water supply or water use shall rest with the State or local interests contracting 
to pay the costs allocated to water supply or utilizing the water supply services. 

Sec. 7. That part of the second proviso of the first paragraph of section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, as amended (33 U.S. ©. 701h), pertaining to 
modification of reservoir projects is hereby repealed, except as to contracts ana 
agreements in force at the date of this Act. 


RELOCATION OF PUBLICLY OWNED BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES AFFECTY19 
BY DAMS AND RESERVOIR PROJECTS 


Senator Kerr. We have now a proposed amendment by Senator 
Clements relating to relocation of publicly owned buildings and strue- 
tures that will be affected by dams and reservoir projects. 

(The amendment referred to above is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
July 9, 1956. 
Hon. Rospert S. Kerr, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DeaR Bos: Many communities along streams on which the United States 
Corps of Engineers is undertaking extensive improvement in the navigable 
facilities must relocate public facilities and structures at their own cost. Such 
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structures and facilities consist of sewer outlets and water intakes located 
in the bed of the stream by license of the Federal Government. Actually, there is 
little distinction between the damages suffered by a city in having to relocate 
such a facility and the damages sustained by any person as a result of relocating 
a facility which is damaged by a public works project but which is not located 
within the bed of the stream. The distinction seems to be strictly a technical 
legal one, and as a matter of policy if the Federal Government is to bear the 
cost of damages in the one case it should most certainly do so in the other. 

To meet this problem and to enable the Federal Government to include as a 
portion of its cost the cost of relocating such facilities, I have had prepared the 
attached legislation which I believe to be suitable for inclusion into the Omnibus 
Rivers and Harbors legislation (H. R. 12080), which at this writing has been 
reported by the House Public Works Committee and cleared by the Rules Com- 
mittee. 

I am also attaching a copy of the letter from Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner, Assist- 
ant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, in answer to my request for information 
concerning the effect of this legislation. 

It would be appreciated if you could give your favorable consideration to the 
inclusion of this language in the Omnibus Rivers and Harbors legislation. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 


EARLE C. CLEMENTS. 
PROPOSED CLEMENTS AMENDMENT TO OMNIBUS RIVERS AND Harpors BIL 


Sec. —. Whenever, during the construction or reconstruction of any naviga- 
tion, flood control, or related water development project under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Army, the Chief of Engineers determines that any structure 
or facility owned by an agency of Government and utilized in the performance 
of a governmental function should be protected, altered, reconstructed, relocated, 
or replaced to meet the requirements of navigation or flood control, or both; or 
to preserve the safety or integrity of such facility when its safety or usefulness 
is determined by the Chief.of Engineers to be adversely affected or threatened 
by the project, the Chief of Engineers may if he deems such action to be in the 
public interest, enter into a contract providing for the payment from appropria- 
tions made for the construction or maintenance of such project, of the reasonable 
actual cost of such remedial work, or for the payment of a lump sum represent- 
ing the estimated reasonable cost: Provided, That this section shall not be con- 
strued as modifying any existing or future requirement of local cooperation, 
or as indicating a policy that local interests shall not hereafter be required to 
assume costs of modifying such facilities. The provisions of this section may 
be applied to projects hereafter authorized and to those heretofore authorized 
but not completed as of the date of this Act, and notwithstanding the navigation 
servitude vested in the United States, they may be applied to such structures or 
facilities occupying the beds of navigable waters of the United States. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., July 5, 1956. 
Hon. Earte C. CLEMENTS, 
United States Senate. 


Deak SENATOR CLEMENTS: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of June 27, 
1956, requesting information with respect to the amendment which you propose 
to offer to the omnibus river and harbor bill. 

You are aware, of course, that official expressions of opinion on legislation of 
this kind are made only by the Secretary of the Army after clearance by the 
Bureau of the Budget. However, the following information concerning the need 
for legislation such as you propose is furnished. 

The effect of the amendment forwarded with your letter would be to authorize 
the payment from appropriations made for the construction or reconstruction 
of navigation, flood control, or related water development projects of the Corps 
of Engineers of the cost of necessary protection, relocation, or alteration of 
structures or facilities owned by a city, county, State, or similar government 
agency ; and to waive the navigation servitude with respect to such facilities as 
sewer outlets, water intakes, or publicly owned bridges located in the bed of a 
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navigable stream so that the cost of necessary alterations can be paid from 
appropriations made by Congress for the Federal project. 

In the program of replacement of existing low dams in the Ohio River by new 
and higher structures many sewer outlets, water intakes, and similar structures 
owned by towns and cities along the banks of the river will have to be altered 
or relocated so that they will continue to function properly at the new pool levels. 
Unless Congress enacts legislation providing for payment of such costs by the 
Federal Government, the expense of altering these local facilities will have to 
be borne by the local government. Similar problems arise also in connection 
with streets, highways, bridges, and other facilities affected by reservoir projects 
throughout the country. 

Another problem which has arisen in the case of large reservoir projects which 
sometimes require the taking of a public-school building or other structure of 
a local government, is that the Corps of Engineers can pay only the value of the 
present facility. This amount is usually insufficient to provide a new substitute 
facility. An example of this type of case is the Pollock Independent School 
District building in South Dakota, for which special provision was made in sec- 
tion 1 (a) of S. 2093, passed by the Senate July 21, 1955. The language of your 
proposed amendment would provide general authority for the Chief of Engineers 
to pay relocation costs in such cases. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Vajor General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH W. KIMBEL, SPECIAL COUNSEL, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY 


Mr. Kruse. I am J. W. Kimbel. The amendment suggested by 
Senator Clements is in the nature of an authorization to the Depart- 
ment of the Army, in the construction or reconstruction of water 
development projects, especially dam and reservoir projects, to con- 
tract with agencies of local government for the relocation of structures 
or facilities such as sewers, water intakes, city hall, or school build- 
ings that are publicly owned, and to pay from the appropriations for 
the water dev elopment project the cost of relocating, protecting, or 
altering the facility as necessitated by the construction of the F ederal 
project. 

There are two things that this would do. Normally we do pay the 
cost of relocating a utility structure such as a sewer or water intake 
or something of that kind. We would pay the relocation costs except 
where it pr ojects into the bed of a navigable stream. There, because 
of the navigation servitude, in favor of the Federal Government, when 
a structure is placed in the bed of the stream it is done at the risk of 
the owner and they must, at their own expense, relocate or change 
the structure as necessitated by future improvements of the waterway 
by the United States. That has been held by the Supreme Court. 

This amendment would permit us to pay those relocation costs even 
in the case where the structure is in the bed of the navigable stream. 

Senator Kerr. Although it was located there to start with, with 
full notice that if it were to be changed it would be done by the owner? 

Mr. Kimeer. That is quite right. That is one of the purposes of 
this amendment, and it is limited to those cases of publicly owned 
structures. The other purpose that would be accomplished by this 
language would be to provide for payment of relocation costs in the 
case of a school building, city hall, or any structure of that kind 
which does not come within the class of a public utility, and where 

2 are limited by general principles of law to paying the value of the 
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present structure. That is demonstrated by the Pollock’s school case 
which you probably remember, Senator Case’s special legislation, 
where the value of their present school was somewhere around 
$200,000 and they estimated it would cost them to build a new school 
at present-day prices and present-day standards about $400,000. 

Without some authorization of this kind or special legislation, as 
in that case, we cannot pay more than the value of the present structure. 

Senator Kerr. What is the attitude of the Army with reference to 
that ? 

Mr. Krureu. We favor something along this line. 

Senator Kerr. Both with reference to improvements in navigable 
streams, if publicly owned 

Mr. Krupev. That’s right. 

Senator Kerr. Or adjacent to other projects ? 

Mr. Krupev. That’s right. It will be applicable in the reconstruc- 
tion of locks and dams where the pool level be substantially increased. 


In the Ohio River there will be quite a number of sewer outlets that 
we understand will be adversely affected by the higher pool levels and 
will have to be reconstructed. 

Senator Kerr. And you think that the amendment is worthy ? 

Mr. Krmpet. Yes, sir. 


PURGATOIRE RIVER PROJECT IN COLORADO 


Senator Kerr. I have a letter from Senators Millikin and Allott 


with reference to the proposed Purgatoire River project in Colorado. 
(The letter follows 5 
JULY 17, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building., Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: We should like to bring to the attention of the com- 
mittee our interest in the proposed Purgatoire River project in Colorado. That 
project was included in the present bill when it was reported by the House 
committee and passed by the House of Representatives. This is a most worthy 
project and vitally important to the people in the immediate area to be served 
by the contemplated flood-control project. 

This development will provide flood protection for Trinidad, Colo., and in 
addition will make more water available for industrial and agricultural uses in 
that expanding area. 

During the second session of the 83d Congress, Senator Edwin C. Johnson, 
Senator Eugene D. Millikin, and Congressman J. Edgar Chenoweth appeared 
before the Senate Committee on Public Works when it had under consideration: 
H. R. 9859. At that time the committee did not report favorably on the Purga- 
toire River project, and it was not included in that legislation. 

We wish to restate the many difficulties which were experienced by residents, 
farmers, ranchers, and businessmen in the area because of the severe floods 
which had, in the past, involved substantial property losses and also loss of lives. 
Since that date another serious flood has occurred and, although there was not 
a single life lost, property damage in the area was great. These floods have 
plagued the area since early in this century. There was loss of life in the 
1904 flood. 

As we understand it, the project contemplates the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a dam and reservoir above the city of Trinidad, Colo. The pres- 
ent plan is the result of extensive investigations in this area which were con- 
ducted jointly by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. The 
project envisages an earth dam approximately 208 feet in height which will 
have a storage capacity of 140,700 acre-feet. Of that amount, we are informed 
that 46,700 acre-feet will be for flood control, 55,000 acre-feet for conservation, 
and 39,000 acre-feet of water for sediment retention. 
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When this project is finally completed, it will assure both the city and rural 
areas of adequate control of floods which have periled the business and agri- 
cultural economy of the area for more than 50 years. Every time the river 
floods, it seriously disrupts transportation schedules on two major railroads 
which run through this area and provide an essential transportation link with 
Colorado and the South. The railroads are the Santa Fe and the Colorado and 
Southern. 

We should like to point out to you the importance from a defense standpoint 
of the disruption of rail transportation from the South and East. In the State 
of Colorado, there are many national-defense installations, including industrial 
plants such as the Colorado Fuel & Iron Corp., at Pueblo, Army installations 
such as the Pueblo Ordnance Depot, Fort Carson, and Lowry Air Force Base. 
In addition, there are installations of the Atomic Energy Commission. We 
know that the members of this committee are well acquainted with the rich 
storehouse of natural wealth contained in the States of the intermountain west. 
These include many strategic minerals and important reserves of other minerals. 

The additional supplemental irrigation water supply is of great importance 
to the economy of our State. Colorado has had more than 100 years of farming 
under irrigation, and this project would regulate the water in the Purgatoire 
River, providing benefits to many farmers and ranchers who desperately need 
additional water for their farming and ranching activities. This area is almost 
entirely dependent upon irrigation to provide water for crops. Dry farming in 
this area represents less than 1 percent of all the agricultural developments 
found there. In order for this rich agricultural area to expand, it is necessary 
that additional water be provided. 

In our opinion, construction of this reservoir and completion of the project 
will provide necessary irrigation for such expansion, and it will prove to be 
very beneficial to the entire area. 

It is our earnest hope that the legislation including this project before your 
committee will be favorably reported, and that when final action is taken by the 
Senate, that it will include the Purgatoire River project which is one long needed 
by this area. 

With very best regards, we are, 

Sincerely, 
EvGene D. MILLIKIN, 
United States Senator. 
GorDoN ALLOTT, 
United States Senator. 


H. R. 10423, TO PROVIDE FOR THE CONVEYANCE OF 18.18 ACRES OF LAND 
WITHIN THE GARZA-LITTLE ELM PROJECT TO THE CITY OF LEWISVILLE, 
TEX., FOR SEWAGE DISPOSAL PURPOSES 


Senator Kerr. I have a bill, H. R. 10423 to provide for the convey- 
ance of 18.18 acres of land within the Garza-Little Elm project to the 
city of Lewisville, Tex., for sewage disposal purposes. 

nl IrscHner. I am somewhat familiar with the problem. I 
didn’t realize there was a bill on it. 

Senator Kerr. It has passed the House. 

General Irscuner. We are in favor of disposing of that surplus real 
estate to the town of Lewisville, Tex., for construction of a sewage dis- 

osal plant. However, we feel legislation is not required because the 
and can be disposed of through the Health, Education, and Welfare 
Department under existing procedures and we are prepared to dispose 
of it. 

Senator Kerr. Although you feel it can be done under existing law 
you have no objection to the passage of the bill ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Let this statement go in the record, also. 
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(The document follows :) 


UnITep States SENATE, 


Washington, D. C., July 17, 1956. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuarrmMAn: The House has just passed the attached bill H. R. 
10423, to provide for the conveyance of 15 acres of land more or less within the 
Garza-Little Elm project to the city of Lewisville, Tex., for sewage disposal 
purposes. 

I hope that your committee may give early and, if possible, favorable consid- 
eration to the bill. 

Sincerely, 


LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


[H. R. 10423, 84th Cong., 2d sess., Rept. No. 2597] 


[Omit the part struck through and insert the part printed in italic] 


A BILL To provide for the conveyance of fifteen acres of land more or less within the 
Garza-Little Elm project to the city of Lewisville, Texas, for sewage disposal purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army is authorized 

and directed to convey to the city of Lewisville, Texas, a portion of tract A-9 

and A-27 within the Garza-Little Elm project, not to exceed f:teen 18.18 acres, 

required by the city for the construction of its sewage treatment plant, the con- 
veyance to be by quitclaim deed and without monetary consideration therefor, 
but on condition that in the event the property so conveyed shall fail or cease 
to be used for disposal purposes, the title thereto shall revert to and revest in 
the United States ; and subject to such reservations, including flowage easements, 
restrictions, terms, and conditions, as the Secretary of the Army determines to 

be necessary in the interest of the United States. . 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to provide for the conveyance of 18.18 
acres of land within the Garza-Little Elm project to the city of Lewisville, Texas, 
for sewage disposal purposes.” 


H. R. 8940, A BILL RELATING TO THE USE OF STORAGE SPACE IN THE HULAH 
RESERVOIR TO PROVIDE WATER FOR THE CITY OF BARTLESVILLE, OKLA. 


Senator Kerr. I have another bill, H. R. 8940, for using storage 


space in the Hulah Reservoir to provide water for the city of Bartles- 
ville, Okla. 


General Irscuner. We favor that bill. 


Senator Kerr. That passed the House. 
(The bill follows :) 


[H. R. 8940, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT Relating to the use of storage space in the Hulah Reservoir to provide water 
for the city of Bartlesville, Okla. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
authorized to contract with the city of Bartlesville, Okla., upon such terms and 
for such period, not to exceed 50 years, as he may deem reasonable, for the use 
of not to exceed 15,400 acre-feet of storage space in the Hulah Reservoir, for the 
purpose of providing such city a regulated water supply. 

(b) The project for the Hulah Reservoir on the Caney River, authorizd by 
the Act entitled “An Act authorizing the construction of certain public works on 
rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes’, approved June 22, 
1936, is hereby modified in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 

(c) All moneys received by the Chief of Engineers pursuant to this Act shall 
be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. 
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(d) Nothing in this Act shall affect water rights under State law. 
Passed the House of Representatives July 16, 1956. 
Attest: 


RALPH R. RoseErts, 
Clerk. 


. 4222, A BILL TO AMEND THE ACT ENTITLED “AN ACT AUTHORIZING THE 

CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN PUBLIC WORKS ON RIVERS AND HARBORS FOR 
FLOOD CONTROL, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES”, APPROVED JUNE 28, 1938, 
AS AMENDED 


Senator Kerr. I have another bill, S. 4222, to amend the act en- 
titled “an act authorizing the construction of certain public works 
on rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes”, 
approved June 28, 1938, as amended. 

(The bill follows: ) 


[S. 4222, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act entitled “An Act authorizing the construction of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes,’ approved June 
28, 1938, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the general comprehensive plan 
for flood control and other purposes, approved in the Flood Control Act of June 
28, 1938, for the Ohio River Basin, is hereby modified to include the construc- 
tion of flood-control works for the protection of Sykesville, Jefferson County, 
Pa. 


Senator Kerr. That concludes the hearing. 
(Whereupon, at 1:45 p. m., the hearing was concluded.) 











RECONVEYANCE OF MINERAL RIGHTS IN RESERVOIRS 


TUESDAY, APRIL 24, 1956 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
ComMiItTTer on Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrrot, Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:45 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Scott, Case, Cotton, and Hruska. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. The hearing 
this morning is for consideration of S. 1384, a bill to provide that the 
Secretary of the Army shall return certain mineral interests in land 
acquired by him for flood-control purposes, to the former owners of 
such land. : 

(The bill referred to is as follows :) 


[S. 1384, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that the Secretary of the Army shall return certain mineral interest 
in land acquired by him for flood-control purposes, to the former owners of such land 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in any case in which— 
(1) the Secretary of the Army has acquired land for flood-control pur- 
poses prior to the date of enactment of this Act; 


(2) such land is held by the United States on the date of enactment of 
this Act; 


(3) no consideration was provided in the transfer or conveyance to the 
United States for oil and gas and mineral interests in such land; and 

(4) the person from whom the Secretary of the Army acquired such land 
(or his successor in interest) makes application within 3 years after the date 


of enactment of this Act, in such form as may be prescribed by the Secretary 
of the Army, j 


the Secretary of the Army shall convey such oil and gas and mineral interests 
without charge to such person (or his successor in interest). 
Senator Kerr. Congressman Jamie L. Whitten, of Mississippi. 
Mr. Wuirren. Yes, sir; Senator. 
Senator Kerr. You know Senator Scott, of North Carolina, I think. 
Mr. Wuirten. Yes, I spoke to the Senator as I came in, sir. 
Senator, would you like for me to proceed ? 
Senator Kerr. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMIE L. WHITTEN, REPRESENTATIVE IN 


CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF 
MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Wuirren. The Federal Government built 4 reservoirs down 
in the Second District of Mississippi, all part of 1 project. In con- 
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nection with the taking of the land, they took fee simple title, made 
no payments at all for any miner rals there because there was no value 
to anybody’s knowledge or belief. 

In recent years with all the attention throughout the Nation to the 
possibility of minerals, the people down there have wanted to get 
the mineral rights back, and the Congress itself has provided in nu- 
merous cases—at least two pieces of legislation—where the Federal 
Government, not having paid anything for it could return the minerals 
back to the original owner. 

In one case, I believe it is by transfer, and in the other case it is for 
a nominal sum where there is no real value at all. I know that in the 
Department of Agriculture, with which I deal primarily, they have 
authority to sell the mineral rights back, and where there has been 
no showing of any value to them for a flat $1. 

The position has been that the Government not having paid any- 
thing for these mineral rights, they should be transferred back to 
their ow ners. 

This is in connection with S. 1384 today. I have a companion bill, 
which I introduced in the House, and both Senator Stennis and I 
have worked on this. 

In support of this position the Government has changed its posi- 
tion on taking all of this land. Now they are taking flowage rights 
under somewhat similar circumstances in the middle of this big proj- 
ect, the Chief of the Corps of Engineers at Vicksburg, in whose district 
it comes, came to me and said those land owners whose land has not 
been finally taken by court order, he could change it to where their 
land would not be taken by the Government, but the Government 
would buy flowage easements. At that time about nine-tenths of the 
land had been taken by fee simple. I told him I knew I would be in 
hot water because of those whose land had already been taken, but I 
certainly wanted to do all I could to help with this problem. 

In a project where some of the land owners didn’t even have their 
lands taken, it puts a burden on the Government to reconvey that land 
to the owners whose land has been taken, where in similar circum- 
stances they take flowage rights instead of taking their land to start 
with. 

Mr. John S. Throop who is an attorney at Water Valley, Miss., 
which is right in the heart of this area, who has worked on this mat- 
ter and helped develop it for Senator Stennis and me, or rather de- 
veloped it and passed it on to us here, would present it for these peo- 
ple, and I would like to leave it up to Mr. Throop to give you the 
a re 

I am familiar with the facts as to the background and as to the fact 
that some of these landowners didn’t even lose the land under the 
change in Government policy. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Mr. Throop. 





STATEMENT OF JOHN S. THROOP, JR., ATTORNEY, WATER 
VALLEY, MISS. 


Mr. THroop. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I certainly agree with 
everything Congressman Whitten said about these matters. 
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Senator Kerr. Just one moment. Have the remarks on this bill 
been received from the Department of the Army and the Bureau of 
the Budget and been made a part of this record ? 

Mr. Mutz. Not yet, but here they are, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Let them be made a part of the record at this point. 

(Comments referred to are as follows :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., May 23, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIs CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of March 9, 1955, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8S. 1384, a bill to provide 
that the Secretary shall return certain mineral interests in land acquired by 
him for flood-control purposes, to the former owners of such land. 

The purpose of the bill is to require the Secretary of the Army, under con- 
ditions stated in the bill, to convey without charge oil and gas and mineral in- 
terests in lands acquired for flood-control purposes to the former owners of the 
lands. 

While the Bureau of the Budget would favor enactment of a bill to accomplish 
this purpose, we could not recommend enactment of S. 1384 in its present 
form. The Secretary of the Army in his report to your committee on this 
measure is forwarding a draft of a proposed alternative bill which, we believe, 
would provide a sounder basis on which to accomplish the purpose contemplated 
by S. 1384. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the favorable con- 
sideration of a bill along the lines of the draft forwarded by the Secretary of 
the Army. However, we believe that the committee may wish to give consid- 
eration to the question of whether applicability of the bill should be confined 
to lands in reservoir projects which were being acquired by the United States 
on the 1st of January 1951, as is provided in the Secretary of the Army’s proposed 
draft bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
DonaALp R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
June 16, 1955. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to 8. 1384, 84th Congress, a bill to pro- 
vide that the Secretary of the Army shall return certain mineral interests in 
land acquired by him for flood-control purposes, to the former owners of such 
land. 

The Department of the Army has considered this bill. Its purpose is to re- 
quire the Secretary of the Army in any case in which (1) the Secretary has 
acquired land for flood-control purposes prior to enactment of the bill, (2) 
such land is held by the United States on the date of enactment, (3) no con- 
sideration was provided in the transfer or conveyance to the United States for 
oil and gas and mineral interests in such land, and (4) the person from whom 
the Secretary acquired the land (or his successor in interest) makes applica- 
tion therefor within 3 years after enactment of the bill, to convey such oil and 
gas and mineral interests to the former owner (or his successor in interest) 
without charge. 

In acquiring land for flood-control projects, the Department of the Army has 
ordinarily acquired full fee simple title to land required for project purposes. 
The benefits flowing from the application of this policy are manifold, but two 
aspects are significant: landowners are compensated for their entire interest in 
the property required for project purposes, thus making available to them the 
maximum lump-sum return from the property with which to reestablish them- 
selves elsewhere, and at the same time providing the Federal Government with 
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complete ownership and control over the property for both foreseeable needs and 
for unforeseeable developments in project requirements. This policy has not 
only met the needs of the landowner and the Federal Government in most in- 
stances, but has also received the approval of the public generally since it pro- 
vided the Government with lands for project development as required in the 
public interest. 

However, acquisition of land for flood-control projects since World War IT 
has taken place during a period of increased effort to discover and exploit new 
petroleum resources. It has been inevitable, therefore that some land areas 
required for flood-control purposes should be affected by these activities. For 
example, the Department of the Army is acquiring an area in excess of 400,- 
000 acres of land in North Dakota for the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project 
on the Missouri River. By late 1951 fee title to approximately 325,937 acres of 
this area, including 13,483 acres comprising the dam site and other construction 
areas, had been acquired. 

However, with the speculation in oil and gas leases which accompanied the 
significant oil and gas activity in the Williston Basin in 1951, it became apparent 
that oil and gas rights in the area were acquiring a market value which would 
increase the cost of procuring the fee title. Therefore, the Department of the 
Army reviewed its remaining land requirements for the project and concluded 
that a reservation of oil and gas rights by owners of land within the project 
area, but not within specified distances of the main dam, spillway, outlets, power- 
house, embankment section, or other structures, would be compatible with 
project requirements, provided the rights reserved were subordinated to the 
right of the United States to flood and submerge the land as required and that 
the exercise of such rights is appropriately restricted. 

Some landowners have taken advantage of this opportunity to reserve oil and 
gas rights, for whatever speculative value they may have; others have elected 
to convey the full fee simple title to the United States. Since this decision was 
made in November 1951, fee title to approximately 89,212 acres has been acquired 
subject to the reservation of oil and gas rights by the owners thereof in the 
manner indicated above. 

The policy applied in the acquisition of land for the Garrison Dam and Reser- 
voir project has been followed in acquiring land for other reservoir projects on 
the Missouri River, as well as in other areas in which investigations disclosed 
significant oil and gas leasing activity resulting in speculative values and increased 
land acquisition costs. In addition, the Department of the Army has reported 
favorably on several legislative proposals which would authorize the Secretary 
of the Army to reconvey to former owners oil and gas rights in lands acquired 
for reservoir projects prior to the adoption of this policy in order to conform 
the title interest in much of these lands to the title interest acquired after adop- 
tion of the policy. The Department’s report on S. 536, 84th Congress, a bill to 
provide for the return to the former owners of certain lands acquired in con- 
nection with the Garrison Dam project of mineral interests in such lands was 
submitted to the chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs on March 
30, 1955. 

On the other hand, the Department of the Army has expressed concern that 
legislative proposals providing for the sale of oil and gas rights in lands acquired 
for reservoir projects for which land acquisition had been completed prior to 
1951 would foreshadow a succession of legislative proposals involving the disposal 
of mineral interests in lands in areas now the subject of significant oil and gas 
leasing activity which were acquired by the Federal Government in the past for 
various public purposes. A development of this nature would seem to suggest 
the need for determining whether mineral resources belonging to the United 
States will continue to be exploited under the mineral leasing laws being admin- 
istered by the Secretary of the Interior or be sold to former owners thereof or 
to others in a manner similar to sales of surplus properties. In this connection, 
it is noted that the priority afforded former owners by the Surplus Property Act 
of 1944, during the period of large-scale disposal of property following World 
War II, expired in 1950. Finally, such action would seem to also suggest the 
need for reevaluation of the policy of reserving mineral interests owned by the 
United States in lands which are conveyed pursuant to general or special statutory 
authority to States, local governments, and to institutions or organizations for 
amounts less than the fair market value thereof. 

While the enactment of legislation of the scope of S. 13884 would have broad 
implications on existing national policy relating to management and disposal of 
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mineral resources of the United States, the Department of the Army recognizes 
that its action in permitting the reservation of oil and gas rights in lands in 
certain reservoir projects suggests the desirability of providing legislative author- 
ity for the reconveyance of oil and gas rights to other former owners whose 
property within these reservoirs was previously acquired, provided the Depart- 
ment of the Army first determines that the development, maintenance, and 
operation of reservoir projects will not be impaired. However, it is concluded 
that unless revised, S. 1384 would not accomplish this objective. This conclusion 
is based on the following observations: 

(a) S. 1384 is limited in scope to “land acquired for flood-control purposes.” 
The policy outlined above, as well as some of the legislative proposals which the 
Department of the Army has favorably considered, relate to multipurpose reser- 
voir projects. 

(b) One of the conditions precedent to the conveyanee of oil and gas and 
mineral interests by the Secretary of the Army to the person from whom the 
Secretary of the Army acquired such land is that “no consideration was pro- 
vided in the transfer or conveyance to the United States for oil and gas and 
mineral interests in such land.” In acquiring full fee-simple title to lands for 
reservoir projects, the price paid, whether pursuant to contract or an award in 
condemnation, constitutes compensation for the estate acquired. Therefore, 
it appears that this requirement of the bill would limit its application to the 
relatively few instances in which the owner donated the property or any interest 
the?ein to the United States. 

(c) A collateral condition precedent to the conveyance for which this bill 
provides is that the person from whom the Secretary of the Army acquired such 
land (or his successor in interest) makes application for such conveyance. In 
some instances the owner of the fee title has conveyed mineral rights to others 
prior to the conveyance of the land to the United States, and it has been neces- 
sary for the United States to acquire any such mineral rights required for project 
purposes from the owner thereof. Therefore, unless this provision in the bill 
is amended, it appears that persons from whom the United States acquired the 
mineral rights only would not be entitled to make application for reconveyance. 

(d) If enacted, S. 1384 would constitute a directive to the Secretary of the 
Army to convey oil and gas and mineral rights without regard to the effect of 
such action on the development of flood-control projects for the purposes for 
which they were authorized. 

(e) S. 1384 is sufficiently broad in scope to direct the conveyance of oil and 
gas and mineral rights in any land acquired prior to the date of its enactment 
and held by the United States on the date of enactment and would, therefore, 
provide for disposal of mineral interests which have been owned by the United 
States for many years and, in some instances, have been leased for exploration 
and exploitation by the Department of the Interior under existing mineral 
leasing laws. 

In order to provide authorization for adjustments in the title interests in land 
acquired for those reservoir projects to which the 1951 policy has been applied, 
the Department of the Army would interpose no objection to the enactment of 
legislation such as that embodied in the enclosed draft bill. 

The fiscal effect of this measure cannot be readily ascertained at this time. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that while there is no objection to the 
submission of this report, it questions whether applicability of the alternative 
bill attached hereto should be confined to lands within reservoir projects which 
were being acquired by the United States on January 1, 1951. 

Sincerely yours, 
RosBert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 


A BILL To provide for the reconveyance of ofl and gas interests in lands acquired by 
the Unit States for reservoir projects to former owners thereof, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army is authorized, 
when he determines that the exploration for or exploitation of oil and gas under- 
lying lands within reservoir projects which were being acquired by the United 
States on January 1, 1951, will not be incompatible with the development, main- 
tenance, and operation of the reservoir project and that the reconveyance of any 
such oil and gas interests to the former owners thereof will be in the public in- 
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terest, to convey such oil and gas interests to the former owner thereof (or his 
successor in interest) upon (1) application made by him within three years from 
the date of this Act, and (2) payment to the United States of an amount which 
the Secretary shall determine to be the equivalent of the fair market value 
Tans Bach conveyance of oil and gas interests under this Act shall contain 
such reservations, restrictions, terms, and conditions as the Secretary determines 
are necessary for the development, maintenance, and operation of the reservoir 
project. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Mr. Throop, you may proceed. 

Mr. Turoor. I think we can state this thing briefly. Of course, 
there are many things which we could consider here, but the main 
point is this: In the case of the two reservoirs which are affected right 
around us fee simple title was taken as stated by Congressman Whit- 
ten, and since that time I think the Department of the Army will tell 
you that their policy has been changed, and in these reservoir proj- 
ects, they are taking flowage easements in most cases rather than a 
fee simple title, and the problem that has arisen because of that 
change of policy and, as Congressman Whitten said, about nine- 
tenths of the lands had been acquired at the time the change in policy 
came about, and now the Army is operating under a new policy, and 
we are simply trying to rectify y that situation by at least conveying 
to these former landowners at least these mineral rights on these 
lands which were taken in most cases by condemnation. 

I don’t think it makes much difference how they were taken, but 
what we want the Congress to do is authorize the Secretary of the 
Army to reconvey these minerals in these projects to former land- 
owners or their successors in interest at the price paid therefor by 
the Government for the acquisitions. 

Actually, as a matter of fact, no price was paid by the Government 
for the acquisitions of those minerals for the reason that the minerals 
were not appraised. 

Had there been an appraisal of the minerals, the appraisal would 
certainly have not amounted to more than a Sistiot Wales because 
there has been practically no oil actually down there. About 3 or 
4 years ago there was considerable leasing activity, but never were 
any wells drilled or anything like that. 

ut now, and during the past year, many of those leases have been 


dropped by the oil companies, so we might say that the oil or leasing 
activities have just about played out. 

The bill before the committee was introduced by Senator Stennis 
sometime over a year ago, and since that time we have had a chance 
to discuss this matter with the Department of the Army on several 
occasions, and they have even gone so far as to % us in peapering 


a bill which they could go along with, which the 
go along with. 

I would like to read into the record this bill, which the Department 
has said it could go along with: 


epartment coul 


A BILL To Prerise for the reconveyance of oil and gas interests in lands acquired by 
the United States for reservoir projects to former owners thereof, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army is author- 

ized, when he determines that the exploration for or exploitation of oil and 
gas underlying lands within reservoir projects which were being acquired by 
the United States on January 1, 1951, will not be incompatible with the de- 
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velopment, maintenance, and operation of the reservoir project and that the 
reconveyance of any such oil and gas interests to the former owners thereof will 
be in the public interest, to convey such oil and gas interests to the former owner 
thereof( or his successor in interest) upon (1) application made by him within 
three years from the date of this Act, and (2) payment to the United States 
of an amount which the Secretary shall determine to be the equivalent of the 
fair market value thereof. 

Sec. 2. Each conveyance of oil and gas interests under this Act shall contain 
such reservations, restrictions, terms, and conditions as the Secretary deter- 
mines are necessary for the development, maintenance, and operation of the 
reservoir project. 

I would like to say, gentlemen, that I think as far as we proponents 
and the Department of the Army are concerned, we are just about 
together on this matter. The only objection we have to this proposal 
which the Department of the Army can go along with is that in the 
second condition down there— 


payment to the United States of an amount which the Secretary shall determine 
to be the equivalent of the fair market value thereof— 

we would like to substitute there the payment of any amount which 
was paid by the Government for the acquisition of those minerals. 

Senator Kerr (reading) : 

Payment to the United States of an amount which the Secretary shall deter- 
mine to be the equivalent of the amount paid by the Government to said owner for 
the mineral interest being reconveyed— 
is that about what you have in mind? 

Mr. Turoor. Yes, sir; that is exactly it, and in support of our posi- 
tion, or we might say in justification of it, I would like to call the com- 
mittee’s attention to a bill which was passed at the first session of the 


84th Congress, I don’t have the proper citation, but it was H. R. 1599, 
and this bill had to do with the Jim Woodruff Reservoir in Florida 
and Georgia, and as to the price to be paid. 

Public Law 300, 84th Congress, Ist session, provides this: 


Any land or gas interest reconveyed under this act shall be sold for an 
amount determined by the Secretary to be equal to the price for which the 
land was acquired by the United States— 
which is just about what the chairman of this committee just said. 

That bill was passed in the session last year. It went on and be- 
came Public Law 306 of the 84th Congress. 

Gentlemen, I believe that is all I have to say about this matter. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. Are there any questions of 
Mr. Throop? 

Senator Hruska. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Hruska. 

Senator HrusKxa. Are we to understand from the language in the 
fifth line there in the bill which you read, Mr. Witness, that this bill 
would be limited and restricted to those lands which were in the 
process of being acqtured on January 1, 1951? 

Mr. Troop. Yes, those projects being acquired on January 1, 
1951. In other words, I think there is a distinction, and I think it is 
kind of hard for me to express—-we were talking about it early this 
morning. This bill doesn’t refer to just those particular tracts of land 
being acquired on that date. 
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Senator Kerr. But any lands which are a part of the projects in con- 
nection with which lands were being acquired on January 1, 1951? 

Mr. Turoop. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. The language is not quite clear in that respect. 
That is why I asked that question. I think the language as it stands 
could be construed to mean the lands which were being acquired by the 
United States on that date. 

If it is lands within projects which were in being in this—could 
you enlighten us on that? 

Mr. Wurrrten. Insofar as the language is concerned, the intent was 
to cover the lands within the projects. We might better go over the 
language and be certain that we convey our intent, but our intent was 
to include the lands within the projects, so we would like to go over 
that and call attention of the committee to any change that might be 
in order to be sure it included all the lands within those given projects. 

The other point I would like to get over, if you will permit me to 
make another statement is I do not know whether it is clear so far, 
in discussing conveyance of mineral rights, it sounds like it is miner- 
als, but actually it is the rights. 

There has been no development in this area at all. Because of the 
activity throughout the United States, it creates some interest, but 
any value that would be attributed to these lands for the minerals 
would be 100 percent speculation. There is nothing in the world to 
indicate that there are any minerals in this area. 

It leaves it where if the Government sold back on the value of the 
minerals—if we could be certain that they were sold back based on 
what was actually paid, it would be $1 a deed perhaps, but when you 
leave it up to someone’s discretion, you get disturbed about those 
things when we know there has been no payment for it. 

There has been no activity on it, there has been no development on 
it, and anybody that bought it would be 100 percent speculative; 
but I appreciate the comment with regard to the language, and it will 
have further study by both Senator Stennis and myself, and it was 
our intent to include the lands within the project. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have any questions, Senator Scott? 

Senator Scorr. No. 

Mr. Turoop. I would like to make one more statement, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Turoor. The Army made an appraisal report on each tract of 
land acquired in each of these projects, and on each appraisal report, 
the statement was made “no appraisal was made of the subsurface 
rights in these lands,” and further I think that goes to show that no 
value was placed on the minerals in the land. 

Senator Hruska. Which would mean that if the suggested lan- 
guage goes into the law, no payment would be made to the Govern- 
ment itself? 

Mr. Troop. For the reconveyance of these rights. 

Senator Hrus«a. For the reconveyance of these rights. 

Mr. Turoop. Yes, sir; the way I would read it. I would like to ask 
vou about the method of proceeding. 

The bill before the committee at the present time is essentially differ- 
ent from the bill that has been read into the record this morning. 
Would the committee like us to confer with the Department of the 
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Army and redraft a bill which we think we can get together on and 
which will have the approval of the Department of the Army for 
resubmission to the committee ? 

Senator Kerr. We would be very glad for Senator Stennis and 
Congressman Whitten to confer with the Department of the Army 
if they care to, and we would withhold action on this bill pending 
receipt of further information from the Department of the Army, 
lacking which, however, I would say that we have a letter here from 
the Department of the Army that pretty clearly sets forth the matter, 
but we also have a letter here from the Bureau of the Budget which 
sets forth their viewpoint, so I would say we will leave it entirely up 
to Senator Stennis and Congressman Whitten. 

Mr. Turoor. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Kerr. Then we have Mr. Knott with us this morning from 
the Corps of Engineers. Mr. Knott, we are glad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF LAWSON B. KNOTT, JR., CHIEF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES BRANCH, REAL ESTATE, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Knorr. Mr. Chairman, since the Department’s report has been 
entered into the record, and in the interests of time, you may prefer 
that I make no attempt to extract the salient factors which if 1 were 
making a statement that would constitute the essence of our statement. 

Listening to the testimony thus far today it seems to me advisable 
to point up two lines of development since 1950 that have a bearing 
on this particular problem. Along in 1950 to 1951, up in the North 
Central States and the Missouri area, we ran into a problem in acquir- 
ing lands for the reservoir projects on the Missouri River; that lands 
where there had been no oil and gas activity were definitely affected 
insofar as the speculative value of minerals was concerned, by the 
operation in the so-called Williston Basin. 

We found that whereas we were acquiring the fee title of the land, 
the whole bundle of rights, which was required in the construction are: 
of the project, we found that we were having to pay a premium to 
acquire the full fee simple title since they had these activities on 
minerals. ‘They began to take on an additional value. 

We began to look at our property value, and outside of the con- 
struction area, we determined we could acquire the land subject to 
minerals, provided the mineral rights reserved by the owners were 
subordinated to our prior rights in connection with the maintenance 
and operation of the project. 

That, of course got our land acquisition cost down, and on an even 
keel, and we proceeded on that basis after that time. 

As that procedure took hold, the demand became apparent that it 
be applied to other areas, and it has in some areas of Alabama and 
some in Mississippi, in finishing up our land acquisition requirements. 

A parallel development came along in 1953 when it was determined 
that in reviewing our overall land acquisition procedures concurrently 
and jointly with the Department of the Interior, in the administration 
of their projects in the West, it was decided, and late in December of 
1953, the policy was published in the Federal Register to this effect : 
That we would acquire generally up to the 5-year flood frequency. 
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Again, Mr. Chairman, you have had testimony on that policy and 
that policy, the adoption of that policy, has resulted in another line 
of bills, which provide for the reconveyance of lands. 

You have had reference here this morning to Public Law 300. 
There were two last year: Public Law 300 and Public Law 312, which 
were passed providing for the reconveyance of lands or interests in 
land in the Jim Woodruff and Demopolis Reservoirs. 

At the same time there was presented with respect to the Demopolis 
Reservoir a bill which provided for the reconveyance of minerals. 
That, gentlemen, has just recently passed the House, last year, and 
passed the Senate this year, and was approved by the President on 
the 29th of March. That is Public Law 459. That to my knowledge 
is the first one that provides specifically for the reconveyance of 
minerals. 

In viewing this particular bill and the comments made here—this 
bill, of course, is broader in scope—we commented on the particular 

rovisions of it. I would not say that I am taking issue, but I think 
it ought to be brought out that while this bill is conditioned on a case 
where no consideration was provided in the transfer or conveyance 
to the United States for oil and gas and mineral rights in such land, 
actually it is very doubtful that you could visualize a case where 
they would be, or when you view the acquisition of land as the acqui- 
sition of a whole bundle of rights, we simply appraise the fee simple 
part of land. 

And, while the presence of mineral activity in the area and the 
presence of speculation would have a bearing, they have been sepa- 
rated, and you are buying them separately; in the appraisal report we 
would not value those. That is the general rule followed not only 
in the appraisal practice but, of course, by the courts whom the 
appraisers follow in applying the principles. 

Senator Kerr. The chairman recognizes that, and that was the rea- 
son that he made the suggestion that he did a while ago, he would feel 
that insofar as the status of the matter at the present time is con- 
cerned, actually we are more concerned with the language of the bill 
as suggested by the Department of the Army together with the com- 
ments of the proponents of the bill than we are in the original bill upon 
which the hearings were called. 

You heard the suggested change that I just made a while ago, just 
for consideration. What would be the attitude generally of your 
Department about that ? 

Mr. Kworr. That is with respect to the price, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Kerr. That is with respect to the price for the reconveyance 
which would be determined by the Department of the Army, and it 
would coincide with what they find to be the amount which at the time 
of the purchase by the Army was or reasonably could have been allo- 
cated to the mineral interests about to be reconveyed. 

Mr. Knorr. I suppose that certainly in theory you could relate it 
back and determine that. In practice, I would think we are quibbling 
anyway in the present language of the bill because presumably 

Senator Kerr. No, the language of your suggested bill would re- 
quire that the payment be in an amount which the Secretary deter- 
mined to be the equivalent of the fair value thereof, and in the absence 
of the so-stated, that fair value would be at the time of reconveyance, 
not at the time of the original purchase. 
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Mr. Knorr. But it could well be—and that is what I meant partly— 
adopted still it could well have no separate value. 

Senator Kerr. I would think—I do not know, but I would want 
Senator Stennis and Congressman Whitten to think of it—that the 

urpose might be accomplished by the adding of the language to the 
fill submitted here so that it would read as follows: 

(2) payment to the United States of an amount which the Secretary shall 


determine to be the equivalent of the amount paid by the Government to said 
owner for the mineral interest being reconveyed— 


on 
equivalent of a fair market value at the time purchased by the Government. 


Mr. Knorr. We have the precedent of the law approved on the 29th 
of March of this year. It does provide for the payment of a purchase 
orice equal to the fair market value of the oil and gas as determined 
by the Secretary of the Interior. That is another difference, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior is the government authority on Demopolis. 

Mr. Wuirren. If I might presume to interrupt my good friend 
from the Corps of Engineers, denator. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Wuirrten. I think the suggestion on my own opinion would be 
thoroughly sound and acceptable; that is, it would be reconveyed 
based on such amount as the Government might determine it paid at 
the time of taking. 

That would give some consideration and would take this thing down, 
and a mineral consideration might be better than just an oil con- 
vevance. 

I am familiar with, in connection with certain agricultural lands 
and lease authorization for resale, in certain cases where there has 
been tremendous development and things of that sort, the man repre- 
senting the Government almost of necessity would have to insist on 
some relationship between what he got in payment and what the value 
of the minerals was. 

In our case there has been no development whatever, and frankly 
there is no indication of any real substantive value to existing mineral 
rights. In those cases where the land happened to turn with regard 
to oil fields and various other activities, there has been some effort 
to bring together the present value, so I do not think that the language 
which Mr. Knott presents here would be refused, but I would like to 
go on record as supporting the language suggested by the chairman. 

Senator Hruska. Congressman, you refer to our committee here an 
act of general legislation. It would not apply only to your case, but 
it applies to all projects which might be under process on January 1 
1951. Would you rather have it just apply to your projects? . 

Mr. Wuirren. It makes no difference to us. It might make a dif- 
ference to some of the others concerned. I personally have always 
tried to introduce general legislation, but like all of us when we take 
care of the problem as we see it, we do not feel we should have to buck 
the currents we have to in trying to make it general legislation 
throughout the land; but I think if it is sound for this area, and I 


think it is, it would be sound for other areas under similar circum- 
stances. 


? 


81980—56——-27 
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We would not have any insistence that it should be general, if it 
meets the problem we have. 

Senator Hruska. In the proposed bill it is all general legislation. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, but if you read the purpose of it, it is general, 
and one object would be to make it even more general. 

Senator Hruska. I was wondering what is your capacity with the 
Department of the Army. 

Mr. Knorr. I am with the Office of the Chief of Engineers and asso- 
ciated with their real estate organization. 

Senator Hruska. This present policy is not to buy land in fee at all 
for these purposes; isn’t it? 

Mr. Knorr. Within certain limits, there are lands which prior to 
1951 or 1953 depending on whether we are talking about oil on land, 
— we would have acquired in fee then and do not now acquire in 

ee. 

Senator Hruska. I am wondering the way you acquire land now, 
you acquire simply flowage easements ? 

Mr. Kworr. That is right. 

Senator Hruska. Could this bill be made broad enough so that in 
the cases where land had been acquired in fee simply by the Govern- 
ment, there could be a reconveyance to the former owner only to those 
flowage and flooding easements, and not limit the legislation to the 
oil and mineral rights because in many, many instances that land is 
good for cultivation, it is good for grazing, it is good for growing 
crops, and a lot of other things that have value. 

It is not only minerals which have value in that bundle which was 
acquired by the Government. 

Mr. Knorr. Precisely. As a matter of fact, we were presented with 
this problem, and last year Congress enacted Public Law 300 pro- 
viding for the reconveyance of lands and interest in lands at the De- 
mopolis Reservoir, and there was then pending and had passed the 
House a separate bill providing for the reconveyance of minerals on 
those lands. 

This year, because of the pendency of that bill, we simply held off 
on any action on any minerals reconveyance, and now legislative 
action has been completed on what is now Public Law 459, which 
provides for the reconveyance of minerals, so that you have two par- 
allel laws. 

The question certainly is well taken that perhaps you might well 
have conveyed, and had not this other bill been pending, we might 
well have proceeded to convey back land including mineral rights 
to the former owners. 

Senator Hruska. But those bills pertain to specific dams and a 
specific site in each instance, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Knorr. That is correct. There are general bills pending on 
both the subject of reconveyance and also these general bills on min- 
erals. 

However, none has passed—no general legislation is actually in the 
final analysis. It has been enacted on a resorvoir-by-reservoir basis. 

Senator Hruska. I would not want my position to be obstructive 
of the purposes of the bill, but certainly we have here a problem which 
I think might well stand scrutiny from the standpoint of national 
policy. 





RIVERS AND HARBORS—-FLOOD CONTROL 399 


Mr. Wuirren. If the Senator will permit me, I will agree, and we 
would express the hope that this would not get in the way. However, 
I have lived through this in my district, but in connection with the 
reconveyance of this, you would have the problem of the development 
of these projects which were started at that time, you would have to 
go into the question whether the repayment of part of the interest to 
the local counties for the roads and schools and highways, how it 
would express the hope that this would not get in the way. However, 
easements. 

There are so many things involved that you have got about a 2 or 3 
years’ study to properly have all the facts. The act provided for the 
development of these dams in the area to offset the economic loss, it 
provided for part of the rent for these lands to go back to the schools 
and highways to offset part of the tax loss, so since it would take 2 or 
3 years to get that matter developed and before us, I would hope that 
that would not stop this immediate thing. 

However, I would say we should go into all those things as a na- 
tional policy and see what can be done about it. 

Senator Hruska. Of course, Congressman, the chairman just read 
into the record what is a piece of general legislation. You might be 
judging it on the basis of the facts which are before you in your par- 
ticular instance, but it is of general application. 

It seems to me that we either should take into consideration all the 
general considerations that are applicable as a piece of general legis- 
lation, or we should limit it to the projects that you have in mind and 
pass it with regard to that; namely, one or the other, because some of 
what you say is going to take 2 or 3 years to go into a broad inquiry 
into the whole subject will apply to this as much as that by general 
reconveyance. 

Mr. Wuirren. Let those things happen. When we started into this 
legislation, we started with a bill to take care of our immediate prob- 
lem. Then we came into a general legislation. Our primary interest 
continues to be our immediate problem, and we could meet it with a 
bill just dealing with our immediate problem, but it was in dealing 
with the Corps of Engineers and knowing of their change in national 
policy that we were lead to do it. 

Our main interest continues to be the immediate problem in our 
area. 

Senator Kerr. What you are telling us is as far as you are con- 
cerned, you would be glad to have us amend this bill to where it would 
take care of your project and no other project ? 

Mr. Wuirren. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. But you are also happy for us to make such amend- 
ments as the Department of the Army wants to make it as broad as 
they seek to have it, provided it includes you ? 

Mr. Wurrren. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any other questions of this witness ? 

Senator Hruska. One further question. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Hruska. 

Senator Hruska. Is there any way of determining how many other 
projects would be included in the langus age of this proposed bill 2 

Mr. Knorr. It would be something in excess of 20 to 25. 
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Senator Hruska. That is the point I make, Mr. Chairman, if we 
are going to pass a bill here which will apply to 20 or 25 projects, and 
we are going to pass it on a situation facing 1 or 2, we might get off 
on the wrong foot. 

Senator Kerr. Suppose, Mr. Knott, that the Committee decided to 
limit the application of this bill to the situation which the Congress- 
man and Senator Stennis had in mind, and supposing further that 
the Committee would make it applicable to that project, doing so in 
the language that we have discussed here this morning, would the 
Committee be safe in assuming that that would have the approval of 
the Department of the Army ? 

Mr. Knorr. Mr. Chairman, the Department of the Army’s interest, 
as I am sure you well understand, is primarily in seeing to it that 
nothing that is done by way of any disposal actually here will affect 
the main purpose of the project—that is, its construction, maintenance, 
and operation. 

Senator Kerr. It is contemplated that any bill that we would pass 
would do that. 

Mr. Kworr. That is right, sir. Now’so far as that price formula 
is concerned, it is consistent with the views that have been rather 
uniformly expressed by the General Services Administration and the 
Bureau of the Budget with respect to any legislation of this type. 

You will recall that the Bureau of the Budget has emphasized that 
point again, as well as pointing out that as far as they were con- 
cerned, it could apply to all projects. 

Senator Kerr. The question I asked you was addressed solely to. 
your attitude if the committee limited whatever bill it reported out, 
if it reports one out, to the projects in Mississippi to which the Con- 
gressman has referred. 

Mr. Knorr. It would be perfectly all right with the Department 
of the Army if it were limited to the one project. 

Senator Kerr. Your observation with reference to the language 
that it contained would be the same whether it applied to one or 
more? 

Mr. Knorr. Yes. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think the witness would have to 
withdraw that answer if I bring to his attention what that involves, 
and I was wanting to illustrate the situation which the Depart- 
ment of the Army would confront before he answered that question. 

I suppose that the bill as introduced would affect more lands in 
my State than any other State in the Union, probably half a million 
acres—I see Mr. Knott is nodding—because more land is being taken 
in South Dakota for the Missouri Basin reservoirs than any other 
State, and there are 3 dams: 1 dam has been practically completed, 
Fort Randall; Gavins Point is almost completed; and Oahe is one- 
third completed. 

To attempt to limit this to Mississippi would immediately start a 
protest all across South Dakota and across North Dakota where most 
all of the Garrison Reservoir is in North Dakota, and about half of 
the Oahe Reservoir is in North Dakota, and the former landowners 
in those States would certainly protest if you were going to give such 
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treatment and apply this to one State, and if you were going to try 
to do it by a date such as is suggested here by the Department of the 
Army, lands being acquired on or before January 1, 1951. 

The lands for the Fort Randall Dam were in the process of being 
taken at that time, and a good many of them had been taken, but 
immediately south of there, the Gavins Point Reservoir area, lands 
were not being taken then. Immediately north, at Oahe Dam, lands 
had not been taken yet. You could not justify a situation whereby 
you would restore mineral rights to the former owners in the middle 
1 of 3 projects in the same State on the same river, where all ; 
dams were authorized in the same act, the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Senator Kerr. I think I would agree with Senator Hruska where 
we ought to make it pretty general or we ought to make it on general 
purposes. Certainly the inference is a similar bill could be passed 
for any State where the representatives of that State sponsored such 
a bill and wanted it. 

The suggestion by the Congressman has some merit that they would 
like to have the matter which ‘they are sponsoring considered and acted 
upon, and they would hope that if it were going to be made general 
that it might very well be passed within a reasonable time; but if 
the making of it general was going to involve special studies and deter- 
mination of policy which might take 2 or 3 years to get a general bill, 
then they would hope that we would go ahead and consider the bill 
limited to their projects. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, does this report not indicate that 
there is already a similar bill pending for the Garrison project? 

Senator Kerr. I do not think that is in his State. That is in North 
Dakota, I think. 

Senator Corron. In other words, this is only one of many bills aimed 
at individual or peptic projects ? 

Senator Kerr. 

Senator Case. There is one other question that occurred tome. The 
reason why this matter probably did not come up in connection with 
the Missouri River program earlier was because the Williston Basin 
had not been discovered. 

Senator Kerr. It had been discovered, but its significance had not 
been realized. 

Senator Casr. That is correct. You have a great deal of this area 
now which all along the Missouri River is potentially a part of the 
Williston Basin, and in addition to that, Mr. Chairman, you have the 
further problem now that is created by ‘the discover y of some lignite 
already. 

Senator Kerr. By the discovery or by the development of the fact 
that lignite has a uranium content. 

Senator Case. Yes, and on the Fort Randall project the Army en- 
gineers have already issued some prospecting permits for prospectors 
who are looking for uranium ores, not only lignite, but in other forms 
in which uranium is found. 

They are doing that on sort of a permit basis. I think that the legis- 
lation ought to be general legislation, and I think that the only ques- 
tions that arise are whether in the conveyance in the first place the 
Government made an allowance in its appraisal of the given tract for 
the mineral values. 
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If the former owner had the mineral values and they were recog- 
nized at the time that was part of the appraisal, then I do not know 
that he has much there. 

Senator Kerr. That would be an entirely different situation than 
where there was no recognition and no value given. 

Senator Hruska. In an itemized form, much as was pointed out by 
the witness, the purchase by fee title includes mineral rights. It 
would be in situations where the appraisal did not include specifically 
and expressly something for the mineral rights. 

Senator Casr. I think that the Army engineers are not seeking to 
take the mineral rights. 

Senator Kerr. They do not want to do it because they do not want 
to have to pay that extra cost. 

Senator Case. When you raise this question, the Army engineers 
include today some statement that is with the reservation of the min- 
eral rights to the prime owner; where that appears, of course, we do 
not have any problem. 

The problem that bothers me in the draft suggested by the Army 
comes in section 1, where they say : 
application made by him within three years from the date of this Act, and 
(2) payment to the United States of an amount which the Secretary shall deter- 
mine to be the equivalent of the fair market value thereof. 

I do not think that the former owner ought to be required to pay 
the Government for a mineral right. 

Senator Kerr. That the Government did not pay him for?’ 

. Senator Case. That is right; that the Government did not pay him 
or. 


Senator Kerr. That is the reason I made the suggestion a while ago 
that that be amended either to read: 


Payment to the United States of an amount which the Secretary shali deter- 
mine to be the equivalent of the amount paid by the Government to said owner 
for the mineral interest being conveyed— 
or shall be the amount determined by the Secretary to equal what was 
E by the Government at the time the land was bought by the 

overnment. 

Actually, if you have passed a general law with this language, you 
would not help the landowner a bit, because the fair market value of 
the mineral interest is what somebody is willing to pay and what some- 
body is willing to sell for. 

Senator Case. A fair market value in the Williston Basin is entire- 
ly different today from what it was when that land was acquired. 

Senator Kerr. What you would be doing is you would be compel- 
ling the individual farmers, in 9 cases out of 10, to go in there and 
prove the fair market value of his previous mineral rights, in com- 
petition with thousands of people in the business who are far better 
qualified to determine its worth than he is. 

Senator Cass. Mr. Chairman, what would you think—and I would 
like Mr. Knott’s opinion—of making the law general and applicable 
to any lands acquired since December 22, 1944, which was the date of 
the Flood Control Act of 1944, which I think was the largest omnibus 
bill up to that time? 
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If we used that as a working point, that would cover 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Whereupon, there was a discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. You have nothing further to offer for the record? 

Mr. Knorr. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The committee is adjourned at this time. 

(Whereupon, at 10:45 a. m., the committee was adjourned subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 











CONSTRUCTION OF DAM ON NORTH BRANCH OF 
POTOMAC RIVER 


TUESDAY, JULY 3, 1956 


Untrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop ConTroL, Rivers, AND HAarpors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met in room 412, Senate Office Building, at 10: 05 
a. m., Senator Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Case, and Hruska. 

Senator Kerr. We are going to devote about 10 minutes to S. 4099. 

I wish to place in the record at this point a copy of S. 4099. 

(S. 4099 is as follows :) 


[S. 4099, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL Granting the consent of Congress to the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company for the 
construction of a dam on the North Branch of the Potomac River 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That authority is granted to the Pittsburgh 

Plate Glass Company to construct, maintain, and operate a dam on the North 

Branch of the Potomac River near North Branch, Maryland, at a point suitable 


to the interests of navigation approximately five miles south of Cumberland, 
Maryland. 

Sec. 2. Work shall not be commenced on such dam until the plans therefor, 
including plans for all accessory works, are submitted to and approved by the 
Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers, who may impose such condi- 
tions and stipulations as they deem necessary to protect the interests of the 
United States. 

Sec. 38. The authority granted by this Act shall terminate if the actual con- 
struction of the dam hereby authorized is not commenced within one year and 
completed within three years from the date of enactment of this Act. 

Sec. 4. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this Act is expressly reserved. 


Senator Kerr. The purpose of S. 4099 is to grant authority to the 
Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. to construct, maintain, and operate a dam 
on the north branch of the Potomac River near North Branch Md., 
about 5 miles south of Cumberland, Md., at a point suitable to the in- 
terests of navigation. 

Under the authority granted by this bill, work would not be started 
on the dam until the plans for the work proposed are submitted to 
and approved by the Sonar of the Army and the Chief of Engi- 
neers, who may impose such conditions and stipulations deemed neces- 
sary to protect the interests of the United States. 

The authority granted will terminate if the actual construction of 
the dam is not commenced within 1 year and completed within 3 years 
from the date of enactment of the act. 
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The company has applied to the Corps of Engineers for a permit 
for construction of this dam. They were advised that authority 
granted by an act of Congress was necessary prior to issuance of the 
necessary permit, and the application is now pending before the Dis- 
trict Engineer, Washington District of the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Beall, do you want to say something about this bill? 


STATEMENT CF HON. J. GLENN BEALL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Senator Bratt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your giving 
us the time. 

I want to say that this bill, S. 4099, is noncontroversial. As a mat- 
ter of fact, we did not know that legislation of this nature was neces- 
sary, that we have to have it. 

The Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. are building a $40 million plant 
near and about 5 miles east of Cumberland, and they have received 
the Army Engineers’ permission to construct a dam in the Potomac 
River to supply the water for this plant or to impound the water. 
Later, public ann were advertised, and the hearings were held, and 
there were no protests. 

Then we found that there was a law of Congress in 1899 that all 
navigable rivers before they could be dammed had to have the per- 
mission of Congress. We natives had never regarded the Potomac 
River as being navigable anywhere near Cumberland. As a matter 
of fact, if you saw it today, you would wonder why it was considered 
a navigable river. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say there is no objection to this bill. 
The Army Engineers are here, who will substantiate I think what I 
have said, that the Chief of Army Engineers has approved it. Colonel 
George B. Sumner, the head of the district engineers, is here, and 
he can speak for his own office, who has direct charge of this project 
or the Potomac River, also for the Chief of Engineers. 

It is important that we have this legislation. As I said, I apologize 
for bringing it in at this late date, but I did not realize it was necessary. 
It is important that we have this legislation immediately, because if 
the dam is to be built it must be built during the low water, and this 
is the ideal time. 

The Pittsburgh Plate Glass are just completing this plant where 
they will have more than $40 million invested in the most modern 
plate-glass manufacturing plant in the world there. But if they 
are going to utilize the plant, you can readily understand they can- 
not utilize it until they can get the water. 

Senator Kerr. All right, Senator. 

Do the engineers have a statement to make about this? 


STATEMENT OF COL. GEORGE B. SUMNER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
UNITED STATES ARMY, ON BEHALF OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel Sumner. I am Colonel Sumner, the district engineer. We 
have investigated the proposed dam and found it affects nothing as 
far as we can see that we have or expect to have in connection with 
the Potomac River. 
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It is a very low dam, about 3 feet I believe above the present average 
water level and impounds probably less than a million gallons of 
water, It is insignificant as far as—— 

Senator Kerr. Do you suppose that we would be able through your 
— Lips to get a statement from the Department of the Army on 
the bl 

Colonel Sumner. Well, of course, as Senator Beall said, we have, as 
a district, approved it from our point of view. 

Senator Kerr. How is that? 

Colonel Sumner. We have approved it. 

Senator Kerr. I understand, but you are here in town now—— 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. and I wonder if you would take the time to dis- 
cuss the matter with your chief here in the hope that we might have 
or in order that we might have an expression of their attitude on it. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. I believe we do have the Chief of Engi- 
neers’ concurrence in it. 

Senator Kerr. Well, we have had a letter from the Army in which 
they told us that they would advise us of their attitude. 

olonel Sumner. I shall certainly do whatever you ask, yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The only thing I am suggesting is if you can be of 
help in getting them to advise us of their attitude—— 

Colonel Sumner. Surely. 

Senator Kerr. it is just a matter of expediting the handling of 
it—it would put us in a position to be able to act on it just that much 
sooner. 

Senator Breath, Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Bratx. It was my understanding that the Chief of Army 
Engineers had approved it and that Colonel Sumner can testify to 
that effect. I mean they may have written some time ago, but the 
public hearings were held. 

Senator Kerr. I was only trying to be of help, Senator. 

Senator Beaty. Thank you, sir, 

Senator Kerr. Our communication from the Army, which I will 
put in the record, reads as follows: 

I am directed by the Secretary of the Army to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letter dated June 22, 1956, transmitting for report S. 4099, a bill granting the 


consent of Congress to the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. for the construction of a 
dam on the North Branch of the Potomac River. 


The matter is receiving attention and the Department will be pleased to furnish 
you with a report on this bill at the earliest practicable date. 


I was just trying to expedite that date. 
Colonel Sumner. Yes,sir. I will take care of it. 
(The communication referred to follows :) 


Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 4099, a bill “Granting the consent 
of Congress to the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co., for the construction of a dam on 
the North Branch of the Potomac River.” 

S. 4099 would authorize the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. to construct, maintain, 
and operate a dam on the North Branch of the Potomac River about 5 miles 
south of Cumberland, Md., subject to approval of plans by the Secretary of the 
Army and the Chief of Engineers. It is understood that the proposed dam would 
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be about 8 feet high. The small storage of water would be used for industrial 
purposes and then returned to the river below the dam. 

The Department of the Army interposes no objection to S. 4099. 

The bill does not involve the expenditure of funds by the United States. 

Inasmuch as the committee has requested that the report be expedited, it is 
submitted without a determination by the Bureau of the Budget as to whether 
or not it conforms to the program of the President. As soon as such advice is 
received it will be forwarded to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wiper M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 


Senator Hruska. May I ask the colonel if there will be any mainte- 
nance or any responsibility placed upon the Corps of Engineers or on 
the Federal Government by reason of the construction of this dam ? 
All the responsibility for the construction and maintenance will re- 
main with the builder of the dam? Is that right? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, sir. The dam, as I say, is a low dam and will 
be actually under water at high water. As far as we can see, it will 
have no effect on the river itself. 

But I will take care of the other, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Senator Bratt. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take more time, but, just for the 
record, we have C. H. Swensen, assistant chief engineer for the Pitts- 
burgh Plate Glass, here, who is able to answer any questions you have. 

Senator Kerr. I would like him to put a statement in the record, a 
part of which would bear out the affirmative answer that the colonel 
gave to Senator Hruska with reference to the responsibility for its 
maintenance. 

Senator Bean. Good. 

(The statement requested is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, of 
the Public Works Committee, thank you for the privilege of being here today 
regarding S. 4099. 

My name is C. H. Swensen, assistant chief engineer of the Pittsburgh Plate 
Glass Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. 

The Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. is now in the process of constructing a plant 
in Cumberland, Md., for the purpose of manufacturing plate glass. In order to 
operate the plant, it is necessary that we have sufficient water and, for that rea- 
son, we have asked permission of the District Army Engineers, this committee, 
and the Congress to construct a dam across the North Branch of the Potomac 
River, in Allegany County, Maryland. 

The dam is necessary for the purpose of furnishing the plant with sufficient 
water to carry on its operations. The dam is essentially a submerged weir which 
does not necessarily impound the entire flow of the stream. The dam, or weir, 
will be less than 10 feet in height, impounding less than 1 million gallons of water, 
and I feel the dam is very definitely necessary to supply my company with suf- 
ficient water during the extremely dry seasons when the flow of the river is at 
a minimum. 

My company shall assume complete responsibility for the construction and 
maintenance of the dam. We will also cooperate with the Office of the District 
Army Engineers and will abide by the regulations provided by that office in con- 
nection with the construction, maintenance, repair, or other disposition of the 
dam. 

Public hearings were advertised and no objections were filed by any individ- 
ual, company or corporation. I might further add that the project has been 
eeeeenet by the appropriate authorities for the States of Maryland and West 

irginia. 

We further agree that the United States Government shall be under no obli- 
gation whatever with regard to any of the above matters, or any other matter 
connected with the said dam. 
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Senator Bratt. We have Mr. L. H. Lawton, resident engineer for 
the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co., also here. 

Then we have Mr. William C. Walsh, counsel for Pittsburgh Plate 
Glass, here. 

Mr. Chairman, Judge Walsh has prepared a very fine statement 
outlining the history of the Pittsburgh Plate Glass and the need for 
this, and I am not going to take up your time reading this statement 
or asking him to read it, but I would like to insert it in the record so 
it can be made part of the printed record. 

Senator Kerr. Very well, sir. 

(The statement of William C. Walsh follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. WALSH, OF CUMBERLAND, MpD., COUNSEL FOR 
PITTSBURGH PLATE GLAss Co. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee of the Public Works Com- 
mittee of the United States Senate, I am counsel in Cumberland, Md., for the 
Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co., whose principal office is 
in Pittsburgh, Pa., is constructing a 34 million-dollar plate glass plant at North 
Branch, Allegany County, Md., the site of the plant being on the North Branch of 
the Potomac River, about 4 or 5 miles south of the city of Cumberland, Md., and, 
when completed, this plant will be one of the most modern and up-to-date 
plate glass plants in the world. 

The city of Cumberland, Md., has a population of approximately 40,000 with 
perhaps another 10,000 people living in adjoining suburban areas, and Allegany 
County, Md., of which Cumberland is the county seat, has a population of 
approximately 90,000. 

Just prior to January 1949, the original plant of the Celanese Corporation of 
America, which is located about 6 miles west of Cumberland, was employing 
between 8,000 and 8,500 people. Beginning in January 1949, this Company shifted 
some of its operations to other plants which it had in various parts of the 
country, and also made a number of technological improvements in the Cumber- 
land plant, with the result that by the end of 1949, the work force had been 
reduced to approximately 3,000 people, and this is the number now employed 
at the plant. This resulting unemployment of more than 5,000 people in the 
Cumberland area, created a distress situation for those so unemployed, and 
the Cumberland area was designated as a “distress area” by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Beginning in 1950, the local authorities and various groups of citizens, took 
steps to try and attract other industries to the Cumberland area, and in or about 
the year 1952, these efforts were concentrated in the Cumberland Chamber of 
Commerce, a fund of more than $160,000 was raised for industrial promotion, a 
committee on industrial promotion was organized and a director employed. It 
was through the efforts of this committee and its director, plus the cooperation 
of various public agencies, Senator Beall, and a large number of other individual 
citizens, that the new plant of the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. was secured, and 
up to the present time, all local, State, and Federal agencies which have been 
asked to aid in working out the various problems incident to the location of the 
plant in the Cumberland area, have been most cooperative. 

The plant site was acquired in or about the year 1954; the contract for the 
erection of the plant was given to the Consolidated Engineering Co. of Baltimore 
in the summer of 1955; construction of the plant was started in the fall of 1955; 
and the company hopes to have the plant at least in partial operation by August 
or September 1956, and it is expected that the plant will be in full operation 
early in 1957. 

The operation of the plant will require the installation of a low dam, the height 
being less than 10 feet, in the North Branch of the Potomac River at the plant 
site, and this dam will impound less than 1 million gallons of water. 

On January 12, 1956, representatives of the company called on the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, in Washington, D. C., and on the appropriate 
Maryland authorities in Baltimore, Md., seeking permission to erect the dam, 
and on February 22, 1956, an application was made to the district engineer 
of the Corps of Engineers in Washington, D. C. Under’date of March 1, 1956, 
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Lt. Col. John C. Mattina, executive officer of the Corps of Engineers in Wash- 
ington, D. C., advised Cumberland counsel for the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co., 
that before any action could be taken on the company’s application, it would 
be necessary that the company furnish the Corps of Engineers with copies of 
permits or other approvals granted by the Water Resources Commission of the 
State of Maryland, and by the appropriate West Virginia authorities, authoriz- 
ing the construction of the dam. These authorizations were secured and 
forwarded to Lieutenant Colonel Mattina under date of May 25, 1956, both the 
Maryland and West Virginia authorities having advised that no permits were 
needed so far as they were concerned because the proposed dam was to be less 
than 10 feet in height, and would not impound as much as a million gallons 
of water. 

Under date of May 31, 1956, the Corps of Engineers, United States Army office 
of the District Engineer, Washington, D. C., issued public notice No. 520, advising 
that application had been made for the erection of the dam, and stating that 
any criticisms or protests should be sent to the above district office on or before 
June 20, 1956, and this notice was published in the two newspapers in Cumber- 
land, Md., and we are advised that no criticisms or protests were received by 
the Corps of Engineers. However, on or about June 20, 1956, the Corps of 
Engineers advised United States Senator J. Glenn Beall, that the permit could 
not be issued without receiving the consent of Congress because of the provisions 


of a law on navigable waters passed, we believe, in 1898, and now codified as . 


section 401 of title 33 of the United States Code. This law requires congres- 
sional consent for the erection of a dam in navigable waters which do not lie 
wholly within one State. ; 

The Potomac River is considered navigable as far west as Cumberland, Md., 
and constitutes at that point, the boundary between Maryland and West Virginia, 
and hence the above law apparently applies to the proposed dam, and the consent 
of Congress is needed before the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, can 
issue the necessary permit, and to obtain such consent, Senator Beall introduced 
Senate bill 4099. 

It might also be mentioned, that North Branch is a rural area, with only a 
hand full of people living near the plant site, and no commercial or other use 
of the water in the Potomac River at that point is now being made, and the river 
is also quite shallow in that area. 

We are also advised that the district office of the Corps of Engineers has 
approved the construction of this dam, and the Office of the Chief of Engineers 
has also approved it. The above plant of the Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. cannot 
be properly operated without the erection of the proposed dam, and since the 
operation of the plant and the employment it will give some ten or twelve hundred 
people, are essential to the well-being of the people in the entire Cumberland 
area, it is earnestly requested that a favorable report be given on S. 4099 as 
promptly as possible, so that the bill can be passed before the adjournment of 
the present session of Congress, as a failure to pass the bill at this session would 
seriously delay the operation of the plant, and be highly injurious, both to the 
company and to all the people of the Cumberland area. 


Senator Brat. If you want a statement from Mr. Swensen in line 
with colonel 

Senator Kerr. No, I presume that the one statement would be com- 
prehensive enough to include the presentation of it from their view- 

oint. 

. Senator Brau. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wuu1am C. Watsn (counsel, Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co.). 
There is nothing in that statement about the maintenance of the dam. 

Senator Kerr. I understand that has to do with the statement that 
Mr. Swensen said he is going to file. 

Mr. Watsu. We will furnish it. 

Senator Breati. Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at 10:15 a. m., the subcommittee continued in con- 
sideration of H. R. 8750.) 
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